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Introduction
Historic preservation regulation in the United States operates at the local, state,
and federal levels. Though local and federal preservation practices and policies have been
extensively studied, state-level preservation has tended to be overlooked. States serve as a
bridge between hyperlocal preservation practices at the municipality level and broader
preservation practices at the national level, such as establishment of national policies and
management of national historic sites. State Historic Preservation Offices (SHPOs) serve
their states by consulting on Section 106 reviews and federal and/or state rehabilitation
tax credit projects, overseeing the nomination process to the National Register of Historic
Places and state historic registers, assisting Certified Local Governments, and creating a
comprehensive Statewide Historic Preservation Plan (State Plan). SHPOs have been
required to create State Plans on a recurring basis for nearly sixty years, yet the plans
have gone practically unnoticed in academic research and writing.
This invisibility in academia is mirrored in the limited guidance provided to
SHPOs for the creation and implementation of their State Plans. The basic requirement to
produce State Plans is found in the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, while
regulations and policies can be found in the Code of Federal Regulations and the Historic
Preservation Fund Grants Manual; guidance documents created by the National Park
Service provide more detail. However, despite these existing guidance documents, and as
revealed in the survey undertaken for this thesis, SHPO employees still report feeling
isolated, overwhelmed, and/or unprepared to complete the State Planning process.
Furthermore, about 21 percent of surveyed preservation professionals who are charged
with completing their State Plan report that they do not believe the State Plan is an
1

effective tool for preservation in their state, and 37 percent believe it is only somewhat
useful. As many SHPOs are known to be often overworked, underbudgeted, and
understaffed, the task of creating a recurring State Plan can be unwelcome and daunting.
Challenges in the creation and implementation of a State Plan should inspire creativity
and innovation to craft better, more effective plans, but instead, challenges are too often
accepted as an impossible obstacle to overcome.
As evidenced in municipalities nationwide, planning can be an effective tool to
analyze previous actions, understand current opportunities and issues, and act to better
serve the community. Other statewide and regional planning has in many cases had
demonstrable effects, so it is not merely the case that Historic Preservation Plans at a
state level are too expansive to be meaningful. Successful plans also influence the actions
of their partners, from local preservation organizations to other governmental agencies,
broadening the positive impact of a well-crafted and well-implemented State Plan. State
Plans can be effective, but they need to be activated with innovative strategies and
monitored. David Banks, the current State Plan reviewer for the National Park Service,
stated in an interview with the author that he believes the dissemination of best practices
for State Plans would be an asset to SHPOs and fill a gap in the currently available NPS
guidance documents.1 The comparative analysis in this thesis of selected state plans and
identification of best practices is intended to serve as a first step into further analyses of
ways to increase state historic preservation plans’ effective use.

1

David Banks, interview with the author, October 4, 2021.
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This thesis analyzes the current practices of Statewide Historic Preservation
Planning through qualitative research methods including survey and interviews, in the
absence of academic analysis of the statewide planning program, in order to identify best
practices for preparing, writing, implementing, and monitoring statewide preservation
plans. The methodology consists of four parts:
1. Conduct online research to compile and analyze existing guidance
documents and best practices evaluations regarding Statewide Historic
Preservation Plans as well as create a regulatory summary of the
background and requirements of State Plans;
2. Gather qualitative data from State Historic Preservation Offices (SHPOs)
though an online survey about the process of creating, writing,
implementing, and monitoring their plans;
3. Based on survey responses, interview a small sample of offices to get indepth information about their State Planning process, particularly areas in
which they have found solutions to common State Planning problems;
4. Synthesize the online research, survey responses, and interviews to
recommend best practices for State Plans.
This thesis demonstrates how many SHPOs, despite limited time, staff, and
budget, can craft a State Plan that effectively guides their office, their partners, and the
public in preservation-related efforts. Furthermore, through identification of common
challenges, disappointments, and successes of preservation planning at the state level, this
thesis provides the foundation for further study of state planning as well as creation of
strategies at the state and national level to overcome planning obstacles.
3

Limitations
Due to the time constraints of the thesis process, this research will not thoroughly
examine the current or previous State Plan(s) for every state, of which there are hundreds.
Nor will this thesis analyze Tribal Historic Preservation Office (THPO) plans, as they are
sufficiently different from State Plans in content and purpose.2 This study will not serve
to rank the “best” Statewide Historic Preservation Plans; the goal of this research is to
identify best practices, not the best planners. Finally, this thesis will not examine
potential alternatives to the State Plan. Rather, understanding that the State Plan is
currently required by law, this thesis hopes to make the State Plan as effective a tool for
preservation as possible. Realistically, this goal of raising the effectiveness of the State
Plan will need further study and research to be fully achieved. Suggested areas for further
research are summarized in the final section. This thesis is also grounded in the following
assumptions:
1. Statewide Historic Preservation Plans are reasonably effective, and their
use will continue to be required under federal law.
2. A smaller sample of surveyed SHPOs (39 out of 59 states, territories, and
Freely Associated States (FAS)) can be representative of statewide
preservation planning practices nationally.
3. Statewide Historic Preservation Plans are generally similar enough to
foster meaningful comparisons.

2

Rather than a tribal version of a State Plan, THPOs submit an initial program plan as part of their
application for a Partnership Agreement with the NPS and annual reports of their accomplishments to
maintain eligibility for HPF formula grants and Tribal Project Grants.
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Definitions of Terms
Statewide Historic Preservation Plan (State Plan): A Statewide Historic
Preservation Plan is a statement of public policy that guides decision-making about
preservation of cultural resources, addresses preservation challenges throughout a given
state, and establishes goals and objectives for the State Historic Preservation Office and
its partners. Statewide Historic Preservation Plans are required on a regular basis (at least
every 10 years) under the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, and an approved
plan is required for a state to receive funding through the Historic Preservation Fund.
State: In the Code of Federal regulations, “state” refers to a state, territory, or
possession of the United States.3 For the purposes of this thesis, unless otherwise
specified, “state” will refer to states, territories and Freely Associated States, though the
preservation planning process for territories and FAS differs somewhat from that of
states.
Freely Associated States (FAS): Freely Associated States are independent nations
that have signed a Compact of Free Association with the United States; these nations
include the Republic of the Marshall Islands, the Federated States of Micronesia, and the
Republic of Palau.4
State historic preservation program or State program: A state government
organization or program meeting the requirements that section 101(b) of the National
Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended, specifies.5

3

36 CFR § 1.4.

4

20 USC § 1003(21)(B).

5

36 CFR § 61.2.

5

State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO)6: The office within each state, territory,
and FAS whose staff, under the State Historic Preservation Officer, administers the state
historic preservation program.7

Statewide Historic Preservation Planning: An Overview 8
Legal Basis and Requirements
Federal regulations dictate the creation of Statewide Historic Preservation Plans;
regulatory sources are critical to consider, as they are the foundational guidelines for
State Plans and constitute the core of the state planning program (Figure 1 and Table 1).
The National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (NHPA) created the requirement for State
Plans, giving a broad mandate for State Historic Preservation Officers to create and
implement a comprehensive preservation plan, to be developed and updated on a regular,
recurring basis.9 This mandate is situated within another mandate, requiring state
preservation programs to designate a State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), gather a
qualified State Historic Preservation Review Board, and maintain adequate public
participation in the State preservation program.10 So, because of these two regulations,

6

Though SHPO is also used to denote State Historic Preservation Officer(s), for the purposes of this thesis
SHPO will always refer to the State Historic Preservation Office. When the State Historic Preservation
Officer is referenced, they will be referred to as such.
7

54 U.S.C. §302301.

8

For outlines of typical State Planning processes and structure, see Appendices A and B.

9

54 U.S.C. § 302303.

10

54 U.S.C. §302301.

6

State Plans are required for each State preservation program and are to be approved by
the National Park Service (NPS) and the Secretary of the Interior (the Secretary).

Figure 1. This simple flowchart depicts the relationships between existing elements of the legal
framework for State Plans.
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Document
National Historic
Preservation Act

Year
1966

Historic
Preservation Fund

1976

Code of Federal
Regulations
(36 CFR § 61)

Historic
Preservation Fund
Grants Manual
Secretary of the
Interior’s
Standards for
Preservation
Planning

Updated
2007
1983

Impact on the State Plan
• Creates the State Historic Preservation Officer
& defines their authorities and responsibilities
• Creates requirement for State Plans
• Broad mandate for State Historic Preservation
Officers to create & implement comprehensive
preservation plans
• Established in an amendment to the NHPA
• To qualify for HPF grants, a state’s application
must align with their approved State Plan
• Require SHPOs to carry out a historic
preservation planning process and develop a
statewide plan to guide preservation
• SHPOs’ failure to meet HPF grant requirements
is cause for "appropriate action" by the
Secretary
• Details NPS’ minimum requirements for State
Plans
• Defines preservation planning
• Criteria (under CFR) for NPS to review State
Plans
• Largely resource-focused, using outdated
"RP3" style of planning

Table 1. This table summarizes the legal framework of State Plans and each document’s impact
on State Planning.

The NHPA also established the Historic Preservation Fund (HPF).11 The
Secretary, through the NPS, administers matching grants to states to assist in their
preservation programs. Under the NHPA, grants cannot be given to states unless their
application aligns with their comprehensive State Plan, which in turn must be approved
by the Secretary and the NPS. Interestingly, the law also states that the review and
approval of comprehensive preservation plan will consider its relationship with the state’s

11

54 U.S.C. §303101.

8

outdoor recreation plan.12 SHPOs rely on HPF grant funding, and to access this funding
they must have an approved State Plan.
The Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) codifies these broad NHPA
requirements, requiring SHPOs to “carry out a historic preservation planning process”
and develop a statewide plan to guide preservation decision making. 13 The CFR also
reiterates the Secretary’s program of grants for states and tribes to assist with
preservation projects and programs, pending approval by the Secretary. However, the
regulations go further than the NHPA, stating that the failure of a state preservation
program to meet the requirements for HPF grants is a cause for comment and
“appropriate action” by the Secretary of the Interior.14 Statewide preservation planning is
not optional; federal regulations offer the incentive of grant funding for complying with
planning requirements, but also allude to penalties that they may use if a state fails to
comply. In this case, the penalties implied are the potential decertification of the SHPO,
which has never happened to date, or the withholding of HPF funds until the regulations
are satisfied. Importantly, the CFR also notes the criteria that the Secretary and NPS will
use to assess state compliance: the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Preservation
Planning (Standards), as well as any additional guidance documents the National Park
Service may create or provide.15

12

54 U.S.C. §302901

13

36 CFR § 61.4(b)(1).

14

36 CFR § 61.5

15

36 CFR § 61.3.

9

Nesting further within this regulatory hierarchy, the Historic Preservation Fund
Grants Manual (HPF Manual) builds on the other regulations, detailing the NPS’
minimum requirements for plans to meet the legal mandates. The HPF Manual is the first
regulatory document to provide a definition for State Plans’ preservation planning,
describing it as, “the rational, systematic process by which the SHPO develops a vision
and goals for historic preservation throughout the State.”16 Notably, the NHPA and CFR
do not define “preservation planning,” and the Standards’ definition only states that,
“Preservation planning is a process that organizes preservation activities (identification,
evaluation, registration and treatment of historic properties) in a logical sequence.”17 The
vision and goals are to be based on analysis of historic resource data as well as the user
needs, and the SHPO should achieve the vision both in its own actions as well as through
its influence on others’ actions. The State Plan should be used by the SHPO and other
groups and individuals in the state to guide decision-making, coordinate statewide
preservation activities, and communicate statewide policies, goals, and values to
constituents and decision-makers.18
Required elements of the State Plan as explained in the HPF Manual include a
summary of the plan’s development and public participation, analysis of data about the
state’s historic resources, issues and opportunities affecting historic resources, goals and
objectives for the state, a time frame for the planning cycle, and a bibliography. As with
16

Historic Preservation Fund Grants Manual, (Washington, D.C.: State, Tribal, and Local, Plans and
Grants Division, National Park Service, 2007) Section G, 6-8.
17

National Park Service, U.S. Department of the Interior, “Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for
Preservation Planning,” Federal Register 48, no. 190 (September 29, 1983), 44716.
18

Historic Preservation Fund Grants Manual, Section G, 6-9.
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existing guidance documents, the issue of public participation is given extra
consideration. Plans are required to encourage public and professional participation and
are meant to be widely distributed to the public. The manual specifically states that it is
not sufficient for SHPOs to consult only with other preservation professionals or
preservation organizations in the development of the State Plan and goes on to list a wide
range of groups that SHPOs should consider involving in their planning process, such as
Tribes, federal and state agencies, underserved communities, state and local elected
officials, and the real estate community.
Though the HPF Manual describes the minimum requirements for the State Plan,
it still remains broad in its requirements and recommendations. This is unsurprising, as it
is meant to guide states that vastly differ in size, historic resources, population, and
SHPO staff capacity, to name only a few differences. For example, the Plan is instructed
not to be a detailed resource-specific document, but should rather be concise, maintaining
the “appropriate level of detail” to communicate its findings and conclusions.19 The
manual fails to describe what exactly the Secretary or National Park Service will deem
“appropriate” levels of detail; this is perhaps appropriate, as it allows the HPF Manual’s
requirements to remain relevant even as practices of State Planning shift over time.
As previously mentioned, the legally-required standards for State Plans are the
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Preservation Planning, which were created in
1983. The Standards are not specific to statewide preservation planning. Similar to the
HPF Manual, the Standards define preservation planning as a process; however, the

19

Ibid.
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Standards’ definition is much more narrowly focused on historic resources, describing
planning as a process in which the identification, evaluation, registration, and treatment
of historic resources is organized into a logical sequence.20 The publication details three
standards:
I.
II.

Preservation planning establishes historic contexts;
Preservation planning uses historic contexts to develop goals and priorities
for the identification, evaluation, registration, and treatment of historic
properties; and

III.

The results of preservation planning are made available for integration into
broader planning processes.21

The Standards were published seventeen years after the creation of the National
Historic Preservation Act, when many states were still establishing and consolidating
their state preservation offices. As Banks observed in an interview, the Standards are
largely academic and resource-focused, and therefore more applicable to city or
individual resource preservation plans, not larger statewide plans.22 Furthermore,
planning based solely or primarily on historic contexts is not sufficient to meet the
contemporary expectations of the NPS plan reviewers. Thematic historic contexts are
helpful, but State Plans are expected to go beyond the analysis of historic resources,
discussing and analyzing topics such as preservation’s stakeholders, the intersection of
preservation and economics, and preservation’s political capital in the state. The HPF

20

National Park Service, “Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Preservation Planning,” 44716.

21

Ibid., 44717.

22

David Banks, National Park Service, interview with the author, October 4, 2021.
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Manual and Standards have not been updated since 2007 and 1983, respectively, to
reflect these expectations.

Literature Review: Existing Guidance and Previous Evaluations
One of the primary justifications for this research also presents an impediment to
an extensive literature review: there are few studies or resources that critically discuss the
creation, writing, implementation, or evaluation of Statewide Historic Preservation Plans.
To date, the author has identified only three reports directly evaluating the State Planning
process, all of which have been removed from public accessibility since at least
November 2021. Because of the lack of critical evaluations and academic resources, this
literature review also includes informational resources, many of which have been created
by the NPS to help guide State Historic Preservation Offices.

Evaluative Works
The NPS Interagency Resources Division conducted the first report directly
analyzing State Planning practices in 1992; although not available online, information
regarding the report has been obtained through the NPS’ 2014 report. The 1992 research
worked with 33 SHPO staff in 29 states to analyze critical issues for State Plans. These
issues included SHPO funding, staff capacity, and lack of staff expertise, all of which
were commonly reported by SHPOs in 2022 as well.23 SHPO staff that were interviewed

23

Lindsey E. Morrison, SHPO Perspectives: Program Analysis of Statewide Historic Preservation
Planning, (Washington, D.C.: Historic Preservation Planning Program, National Park Service, 2014) 12.
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in 1992 also called for some of the same types of assistance as contemporary SHPOs,
including increased funding, training, and innovative case studies.
The second report was conducted by the consulting firm SMS, Inc. in July 2012
for NPS and the Hawaii SHPO, analyzing best practices in State Plans that could serve as
an example for Hawaii. At the time of this thesis’ publication, this report is no longer
accessible on the NPS website. SMS examined 52 existing State Plans, focusing on states
that emphasized measurable goals and objectives in their Plan. The team assessed
common elements of State Plans, such as justifications for the Plan and planning process,
inventories of resources in the state, opportunities and threats to preservation, and lists of
preservation tools. Across the Plans they reviewed, goals tended to fit into one of four
common categories: expanding the existing resource inventory, increasing public
awareness and support, promoting preservation as an economic tool, and developing or
maintaining partnerships.24 SMS identified Georgia, Texas, and Colorado as three states
engaging in best practices for goal-setting. However, the team did not conduct research
beyond reading and analyzing the State Plans; as so much of a Plan’s effectiveness hinges
on its implementation as well as its written document, analysis using only the written
Plan seems incomplete.
The third NPS-related analysis of the State Planning program was conducted in
August 2014 by Lindsey E. Morrison, a NPS intern. Morrison’s project sought to identify
strengths, weaknesses, and opportunities in NPS’ current programming for State Plans
and allow NPS to better understand the challenges SHPOs face in planning. As with the

24

SMS, Inc., State Historic Preservation Plan Best Practices Report, (Honolulu: National Park Service and
Hawaii State Historic Preservation Division, 2012) 6.
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SMS report, this report is no longer accessible on the NPS website, meaning there are
currently no evaluative reports of the State Planning program available to the public and,
presumably, to the SHPOs. Morrison surveyed 57 states and territories, garnering 65
responses from 45 states and territories. Her research reported that almost two-thirds of
states had asked for extensions to their planning cycle, 70 percent of states were asked to
expand their sections on public engagement, and 51 percent of states had not adequately
interpreted their cultural resource and/or public survey data.25 States reported the same
challenges that were reported in 1992 and again in 2022: limited staff, high workloads,
limited public engagement, and inadequate funding. 89 percent of Morrison’s
respondents expressed interest in NPS-led training about plan development and
implementation. Morrison concluded with four goals for NPS to address SHPO
challenges, including increasing knowledge of State Plans’ purposes through written
guidance, increasing interactions between NPS and SHPOs through trainings and
information sharing, encouraging creative thinking by sharing innovative case studies,
and improving the profile of State Planning by establishing regular reports to the
Secretary about SHPOs’ needs and effectiveness.
Two other documents, while not evaluations of State Planning directly, merit
mentioning. Lyssa Djuna Papazian’s 1992 thesis, “Getting a Seat at the Table,” addressed
the State Plan as a way to integrate the preservation field with land-use planning
concerns, building alliance with planning professionals.26 Though her thesis does not

25

Morrison, SHPO Perspectives, 4.

26

Lyssa Djuna Papazian, “Getting a Seat at the Table: A Role for the State Historic Preservation Plan,”
Master’s Thesis, University of Pennsylvania, 1992.
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analyze State Planning practices, it is the only thesis focused on the State Plan that the
author found among 15 universities’ and colleges’ thesis databases; thus, it is notable as
one of few, if not the only, published academic work related to State Plans.
The other evaluation-based document is a 1994 Performance Review of HPF
partnerships, conducted by the NPS Advisory Board. State Planning is one of the areas
that the performance review analyzed, and recommendations included eliminating extra
NPS reviews of State Plans, simplifying NPS plan approvals, and redirecting resources
towards SHPO training and technical assistance.27 NPS was also encouraged to regularly
disseminate what they have learned from reviewing State Plans. However, though this
document does somewhat analyze State Planning, it is primarily from the perspective of
NPS and is of limited use for SHPOs.

Informational and Guidance Resources
Aside from regulatory requirements and the few reports mentioned above, the
available resources discussing Statewide Historic Preservation Plans are typically
informational or guidance resources created to assist SHPOs in their planning efforts.
Most contemporary resources were developed by NPS in 2014 after the publication of
Morrison’s SHPO Perspectives report; some of these resources (and their associated
webpages on the NPS website) have had slight revisions since 2014, but even with
updates, many guidance resources remain essentially unchanged. According to David
Banks, the creation and availability of guidance documents has varied widely depending

27

Historic Preservation Performance Review Committee, National Performance Review of the Historic
Preservation Fund Partnerships, Washington, D.C.: National Park System Advisory Board, 1994) 13.
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on who is in the NPS plan reviewer position.28 Interestingly, the National Conference of
State Historic Preservation Officers (NCSHPO) does not provide any guidance or
analysis documents.
Many of such guidance documents and webpages are simply basic overviews of
State Planning. For example, the webpage entitled “Statewide Historic Preservation
Planning,” on the NPS Preservation Planning Program site conveys baseline information
about State Planning: its requirement under the NHPA, its purpose as a statement of
public policy for each state, and key features of a completed State Plan such as a
statewide focus, public participation, and analysis of trends affecting historic
preservation.29 As the name of the webpage suggests, “Federal Requirements for
Statewide Historic Preservation Plans,” gives a succinct overview of the federal laws,
regulations, and policies that undergird the State Planning process.30 The information
from the previous two webpages is repeated and expanded upon in the “Statewide
Historic Preservation Plans Basic Requirements Overview,” which goes on to summarize
the requirements found in the HPF Manual.31 All three of these webpages do provide
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accurate and potentially useful information about State Plans and the State Planning
process, but the information they provide is not (or should not) be anything that SHPO
staff do not already know. Rather than provide new or detailed guidance, these sources
are more useful for disseminating information about State Planning to the general public
or to SHPOs’ preservation partners.
NPS’ “Planning Tips for Developing a Statewide Historic Preservation Plan,”
originally published as a separate document in 2014 and republished as a new webpage in
2021, reiterates some of the same information as the previously mentioned webpages, but
goes on to illustrate, for the first time in any of these documents, a flowchart of the State
Planning process and considerations for each step.32 The “Guidance for Developing
Statewide Historic Preservation Plans” webpage essentially repeats the information
available in the HPF Manual, though it does have a helpful list of ideas for different
types of public participation.33 This is more convenient to access and read, but does not
provide much more guidance than what is available elsewhere.
NPS has also created a few thematically-focused guidance documents for SHPOs,
mostly focusing on public participation and diversity. The first of these is a simple 2014
document suggesting three topics or themes for preservation planners to consider in their
upcoming State Plans. The suggested topics included the 50th anniversary of the NHPA,
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which occurred in 2016 and could serve as a call for reflection on the history of
preservation in each state as well as preservation’s accomplishments over those 50 years;
underrepresented communities, including new ways to recognize and preserve the legacy
of underrepresented groups and establishing or strengthening the partnerships between
preservationists and underrepresented communities; and disaster and resiliency planning,
including planning for climate change, identifying vulnerable resources, and pre-planning
adaptation strategies.34 Though the 50th anniversary of the NHPA has long since passed,
the topics of representation in preservation and disaster planning continue to be important
considerations both to SHPO staff and to NPS plan reviewers.
Another thematic document created by the NPS in 2014 focuses on diversity. The
“Toolkit for Strengthening Diversity in Preservation Planning,” recommends essential
questions for SHPOs to consider as they move through the phases of State Planning, as
well as specific, action-oriented recommendations to incorporate diverse communities
into the State Planning process. For example, in the “Build a Vision” section, guiding
questions discuss how new partners can expand and enhance the shared vision for
statewide historic preservation, and recommendations for public participation encourage
SHPOs to consider geography, work schedules, religious observances, and public transit
access when setting public meeting locations and dates.35 This guidance seems especially
useful as SHPOs across the country are striving to incorporate Diversity, Equity,
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Inclusion, and Belonging (DEIB) principles into their work. Unfortunately, when the
NPS website and resources were updated in fall 2021, this toolkit was no longer provided
as an online resource.
The third thematic document focuses on effective public participation. Lawson,
Ryan, and Hutchison’s 1993 guide, Reaching Out, Reaching In, describes the underlying
principles and practices of public participation programs as well as the internal staff work
associated with public outreach. The report was commissioned by the NPS and was
written jointly by an NPS intern, a preservation planner from the Maryland SHPO, and a
consultant specializing in community relations for planning projects. Using Maryland’s
1986 public outreach strategies as an example, the guide walks SHPOs through
methodologies for designing and engaging in public participation activities.36 The guide’s
final section also discusses internal challenges such as limited resources, the loss of a
staff position, and factions among advisory committees.
Though there are some thematic focuses, most of this somewhat limited array of
guidance resources attempt to cover the entire range of required and suggested elements
of a State Plan. Among the resources created by the NPS, information and suggestions
tend to be duplicated throughout the documents and webpages. Though none of the
resources were created to evaluate current State Plan processes, a few did briefly suggest
best practices and highlight success stories from various states.
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Territories and FAS are not required to complete State Plans in order to receive
HPF funding in the same way that states are, but they are encouraged to do so in order to
guide their preservation actions. NPS has created a specific webpage with
recommendations, entitled “Recommendations for Historic and Cultural Resources
Planning in Pacific Territories and Associated States,” which takes the policies from the
HPF Manual and suggests related actions. For instance, in reference to Chapter 6 Section
G.2.b of the HPF Manual, NPS’ suggested actions for territories and FAS are to clearly
communicate the Plan’s purpose to the public, fellow professionals, and stakeholders in
meeting announcements, press releases, handouts, etc.37 Parts of this webpage are
essentially restating information that SHPO staff should already know from the HPF
Manual, but the suggested actions could be helpful for any SHPO, regardless of its status
as a state, territory, or FAS, particularly for staff who are new to the preservation
planning team. Tips such as creating a project schedule or referencing theme studies for
historic resource data are not groundbreaking, but they can be a helpful reminder of basic
best practices for State Planning.
David Banks also provided the author with a PowerPoint presentation that he uses
when working with SHPOs. It describes some of the specific requirements for State
Plans, such as including a summary of their planning process and development; it also
goes beyond this to provide detail about what exactly NPS reviewers are looking for in

37

“Recommendations for Historic and Cultural Resource Planning in Pacific Territories and Associated
States,” Preservation Planning Program, National Park Service, Updated May 11, 2021.
https://www.nps.gov/subjects/historicpreservationfund/recommendations-for-historic-and-culturalresource-planning-in-pacific-territories-and-associated-states.htm.

21

State Plans.38 Furthermore, the presentation goes on to describe items that are not
required but are suggested, such as disaster preparedness, as well as instructions
regarding HPF tracking via an online portal.
The Secretary of the Interior’s Guidelines for Preservation Planning
(Guidelines), much like the Standards, are technically available to guide SHPOs’
planning efforts but are out of date and reflect planning practices that have not been used
by SHPOs for decades.39 The Guidelines were designed to fit the Resource Protection
Planning Process (RP3) style, which uses historic contexts as the foundational documents
for an area’s preservation plan. Though some of the principles about goal-setting are still
relevant for contemporary planning styles, large sections of the Guidelines are solely
focused on developing historic contexts.
White and Roddewig’s Preparing a Historic Preservation Plan is oriented
towards local preservation planning, but its larger discussions of elements of effective
preservation plans are broadly applicable, and the resources could be used as an
informational and guidance resource for SHPO planning teams.40 Douglas Eadie’s Taking
Command of Change is similarly focused on a topic that is different from but related to
State Planning: SHPO strategic development.41 Despite this difference in focus, tips and
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guidance regarding vision-setting, identifying external conditions affecting preservation,
and selecting strategic issues can all be translated over to State Planning.

The Landscape of Planning: Other State and Regional Plans
It is also important to note that State Plans do not exist in a vacuum; to be
effective, they should consider, interact with, and be referenced in other large-scale plans.
The SHPO holds a particular position between local actions relating to historic resources
and the broad development of policy and guidance at the national level; in addition, the
SHPO engages with state-level activities alongside other state agencies. Because of their
position as a bridge between every level of preservation work, the SHPO and the State
Plan are potentially relevant for a multitude of other types of plans. These plans are
numerous, including statewide and regional historic preservation nonprofit plans,
National and State Heritage Area management plans, historic site management plans,
National and State Park plans, natural resource area plans, transportation master plans,
outdoor recreation plans, county and municipality land use plans, emergency
management plans, and tourism and economic development plans. This broad landscape
of plans, as well as other state or region-specific plans, are all potentially relevant to
historic preservation, and therefore potentially relevant to the State Plan. Realistically,
SHPOs cannot actively read or engage with every possible plan in their state, but it is
important to acknowledge that outside users of the State Plan may also be guided by one
or many of these other plans.
As an example, in Maryland alone some of the specific plans that relate to
preservation activities include:
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•

Preservation Maryland’s Strategic Plan

•

Management plans for three National Heritage Areas: Appalachian Forest,
Baltimore, and Journey Through Hallowed Ground

•

Maryland Department of Transportation’s Maryland Transportation Plan
and the Statewide Transit Plan

•

Maryland Department of Natural Resources’ Land Preservation and
Recreation Plan

•

The Maryland Emergency Management Agency’s Response Operations
Plan and Consequence Management Operations Plan

•

The Maryland Office of Tourism’s Tourism Marketing and Development
Plan

•

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers’ Chesapeake Bay Comprehensive
Water Resources and Restoration Plan

•

The Environmental Protection Agency’s Chesapeake Bay Watershed
Implementation Plans

These plans tend to cover large areas, including entire states and regions, much
like State Plans. Though it is outside the scope of this thesis to analyze the creation,
implementation, and effectiveness of other large area plans as compared to the State Plan,
that is a potentially fruitful area for future research.

Methodology
Because of the limitations of existing literature regarding State Plans, establishing
a methodology for this thesis proved to be challenging. Though interesting information
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could be gleaned from reading every state, territory, and FAS current and previous State
Plans, the sheer number of those plans in combination with the time limitations of this
thesis meant that it was not a realistic option. Furthermore, as mentioned previously,
simply reading State Plans does not provide one with a comprehensive understanding of
SHPO experiences in preparing, writing, and implementing State Plans.
As initially conceived, this thesis’ methodology was to conduct an online survey
of SHPO staff and then examine three or four states through interviews and in-depth case
studies regarding their State Plan process, challenges, and successes. However, the online
survey generated a much larger response than anticipated. Because of the amount of data
available from the survey as well as the richness and breadth of responses, I chose to shift
the methodology away from in-depth case studies. Instead, in the next chapter I will
summarize the interviews I conducted with Cory Kegerise and David Banks, both of
whom helped establish my understanding of the State Plan, expectations for completed
State Plans, and challenges SHPOs face in preparing and implementing the Plans. 42
This in turn led me to write at length about the survey responses, organized by topic, and
include illuminating vignettes from various interviewed states as they relate to the topics
discussed.
The SHPO survey was conducted online through a Google Form. Invitations to
complete the survey, along with explanations of the thesis and the survey’s purpose, were
emailed to State Historic Preservation Officers and Deputy State Historic Preservation
Officers from all 50 states as well as the District of Columbia, five territories, and three
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FAS; email addresses were collected from the NCSHPO website and, in some cases,
emails for SHPO staff members were provided by Cory Kegerise. The survey was
opened on February 2, 2022, and closed on February 19, 2022. Two reminder emails
were sent out on February 10, 2022, and February 16, 2022. Three late responses were
accepted on February 23rd, February 24th, and February 26th. The survey generated a total
of 43 responses from 39 different states, territories, and FAS; four states provided two
responses from different SHPO staff members (Figure 2).

Figure 2. The 43 respondents to the SHPO survey. States in green indicate one survey response;
states with green and gray stripes indicate two survey responses.

States selected for follow-up were frequently mentioned by other states in
response to the question, “Are there other states that you look to as models for
preservation planning?” and/or self-reported their states’ successes in areas that other
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states found challenging. Seven follow-up interviews were conducted between March 4,
2022, and March 25, 2022 (Figure 3). All interviews were held virtually through video
conference platforms, as they provided an easily accessible and cost-effective format to
connect with respondents across the country.

Figure 3. The seven states selected for follow-up interviews are marked in purple.

Survey responses (Appendix B) were anonymized for publication; names, states,
and any state-related information were removed from the individual survey responses.
This was done both as a way to protect individual SHPO staff members and to foster a
safe space to offer honest, unfiltered responses in the survey.43 To analyze survey data
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while maintaining confidentiality, states, territories, and FAS were categorized by region,
population size, and land area (Figures 4-6). This not only provides confidentiality, but
also provides additional lenses to analyze potential trends among states’ responses. When
an individual state’s survey response is noted, it will be referred to by its region. SHPO
staff selected for follow-up interviews agreed to forego anonymity in their interview
responses and will be referred to by name in the vignette sections.

Figure 4. States categorized by region. Regions are roughly based on the NPS’ National Historic
Landmark Administrative Regions
(https://www.nps.gov/subjects/nationalhistoriclandmarks/contactus.htm).

28

Figure 5. States categorized by land area.

Figure 6. States categorized by population as of July 1, 2021.
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NPS Interviews
David Banks
The author spoke with David Banks (via telephone call), a Preservation Planner
with the State, Tribal, Local, Plans & Grants Division of the NPS, on October 4, 2021.
Mr. Banks has been in his current role for five years and is responsible for providing
assistance to SHPOs as they create their State Plan, reviewing draft Plans, and providing
NPS approval of the State Plans. He is the third person to hold this position with the NPS
and noted that changes in the position have affected the available guidance for State
Planning. The first staff member in this position created many guidance documents about
preservation planning, which were subsequently removed by the next person to hold the
position. Mr. Banks noted that though there are some guidance documents online (see the
Literature Review), most states simply call him to discuss guidance and assistance.
Mr. Banks also noted the issues of change over time in regard to the Standards,
which are more focused on physical resource preservation rather than broad statewide
goal-setting. Additionally the Standards reflect the previous influence of NPS “RP3”
planning, which was developed in the late 1970s for historic resource identification and
management.44 This format relies heavily on historic contexts and is helpful in
understanding a state’s resources but does not provide essential information for statewide
preservation such as public engagement, political capital, or funding. Though Mr. Banks
noted that State Plans no longer use the RP3 format, the Standards have not been updated
to reflect this change.
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Mr. Banks provided baseline information about State Plans, including timeframes,
general planning processes, and typical State Plan formats. He stated that most SHPOs
use a five-year interval for their planning cycle, though he has encouraged states to move
to ten-year cycles with shorter five-year updates. He also described that, while states’
plans can vary, they all generally cover the same information and contain the same
foundational documents, such as lists of state and national laws affecting preservation,
lists of preservation partners, and lists of SHPO programs. He also noted that, in his
perception, states rarely cover new issues in their plans, even from one plan to the next
within a state. This is partially due to the format of the State Plan; for instance, lists of
partners and laws are unlikely to change drastically between plans, and general goals or
visions for a state may remain quite similar over time, even if more specific objectives
change.
He also noted a few things that he would like to see more of, and in more State
Plans. Implementation plans were first on this list; though not required, Mr. Banks has
been pushing for more SHPOs to create implementation plans as a form of accountability
for their goals and objectives. Though many states have a section of their State Plan
covering implementation, he would like to see more “fleshed out” implementation plans.
Incorporating the Plan’s goals and objectives into SHPOs’ employee work plans was
noted as one way to increase accountability; this is reiterated in SHPO survey responses
and follow-up interviews. Annual check-ins with SHPOs’ partners were also
recommended as a way to encourage accountability for the Plan’s goals outside the
SHPO and as a way to track implementation.
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Mr. Banks would also like to see clearer goals in the State Plans. As he put it, a
State Plan should “slap people with the goals and objectives,” meaning that they are
upfront, clear, and easy to understand. Any reader of a State Plan should be able to
identify the source of a goal or objective; in other words, readers should be able to tell
which issue, threat, opportunity, or public response discussed in the Plan revealed the
need for such a goal or objective. Goals should also have measurable objectives that
describe how the SHPO and/or its partners can work towards meeting those objectives,
and thus implement the Plan. Some description of the state’s political climate and the
local, state, and federal laws and regulations that affect a state’s preservation program
should also be noted within the Plan, as they set a framework for what types of goals and
actions are realistic for the state.
Beyond our initial conversation, Mr. Banks also provided feedback on the survey
before it was sent out, assisting with the specific language and phrasing of the questions.
Through email, he provided a PowerPoint presentation that he uses when assisting SHPO
planning staff and tracked down older NPS guidance documents, though they were not
accessible due to COVID-19 restrictions.

Cory Kegerise
The author spoke with Cory Kegerise (via Microsoft Teams), a Supervisory
Grants Management Specialist with the State, Tribal, Local, Plans & Grants Division of
the NPS, on January 28, 2022. In his current role Mr. Kegerise works alongside states in
oversight, review, and assistance during State Plan creation; he also has previous work
experience in both the Maryland and Pennsylvania SHPOs, providing a nuanced lens of
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State Plan creation and implementation. When asked to describe the State Plan, he
characterized the Plans as having unrealized potential; the task of addressing resources,
issues, and interested groups across an entire state is difficult. He also described these
challenges as being increased by the decentralized nature of the preservation movement
and preservation activity. Because “preservation” is so widely distributed across different
groups, different missions, and different project types, the preservation community can be
difficult to unite around a set of goals and themes.
Like Mr. Banks, Mr. Kegerise noted the difference between current State
Planning practices and those of the 1980s that he had read during his time in Maryland;
he described State Plans of that era as being much more detailed and containing greater
levels of accountability, which could potentially make them more useful. The Plans he
was able to access from that era had discrete tasks and to-do lists for the SHPO,
nonprofits, developers, etc., which clearly showed where each group fit into the Plan and
their responsibilities in carrying out the Plan.
Mr. Kegerise also provided clarity regarding some of the inner workings of State
Plans. For instance, he explained that a major current focus for NPS reviews of State
Plans is public and stakeholder engagement strategies, as the NPS views public
engagement as one of the most valuable elements of the Plan. This information helps
frame the SHPOs’ survey responses, described in the following section; many SHPOs
referenced future goals and current successes around public engagement, suggesting the
NPS focus on engagement has successfully trickled down to SHPO activities.
Furthermore, he described that, to his knowledge, many SHPOs struggled to find
professional consultants who were knowledgeable about the State Plan and preservation;
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multiple SHPOs echoed this in their survey responses, describing their disappointment in
previous planning consultants. Mr. Kegerise also noted that NCSHPO has a discussion
forum that SHPOs can use to contact one another regarding technical assistance for their
planning process, such as RFPs for hiring consultants. This was reiterated by survey
respondents, though some SHPOs desire greater cross-SHPO contact.
Mr. Kegerise suggested some questions for the SHPO survey, all of which were
included in some form. He recommended asking states about their current place in their
planning cycle, their use (or non-use) of consultants, and their opinion on the usefulness
of the State Plan. Responses to these, as well as the rest of the survey questions, can be
found in the following sections. He also described a number of potential avenues for
future research, which are included in the final section of this thesis.

Survey Responses
Matrix A (Appendix D) compiles the results of the online SHPO survey. Though
respondents were asked for their name and their state for the author’s tracking purposes,
names and references to states have been removed from the matrix to retain respondents’
confidentiality, which many requested. For the full list of survey questions, see Appendix
C.

Current and Previous Roles, SHPO Experience, and Experience with State Plans
The survey began with basic questions about respondents’ experiences with
SHPO employment and State Plan creation; this was intended to provide insight into the
roles, knowledge, and experience of staff who are creating and contributing to State Plans
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throughout the country. The majority (84 percent) of respondents reported that they are
the primary manager of the State Plan for their SHPO. Responses were nearly evenly
split regarding respondent’s job within the SHPO, with 33 percent acting as the State
Historic Preservation Officer or Division Director, 30 percent serving as the Deputy State
Historic Preservation Officer or Deputy Director, and 37 percent working in another role
at their SHPO. A slight majority of respondents (53 percent) have not acted in any
previous roles at their SHPO or another SHPO.
Nearly two-thirds (63 percent) of respondents have worked on previous State
Plans, either for their current office or another SHPO (Figure 7). This is welcome news,
as it indicates that most SHPOs have people with practical experience at the helm of their
State Planning efforts. It also adds nuance to the existing guidance literature (see
Literature Review). As 37 percent of respondents indicated that they have not worked on
another State Plan, “base-level” guidance that reiterates regulations, policies, and basic
tips for planning does serve a useful purpose. However, most staff creating State Plans do
have experience creating, writing, and implementing these plans. Though this was not
part of the information gathered in the survey, SHPO staff may also have experience with
other types of plans, providing them with experiential knowledge to draw from.
Furthermore, the vast majority of respondents (approximately 84 percent) have been
working on their SHPO State Planning team for at least two years; about 40 percent of
respondents have worked on State Plans for ten or more years (Figure 8). Because of their
working knowledge and experience with State Planning, these SHPO staff are likely to
need more specific, in-depth guidance documents, as well as fresh ideas about how to
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improve their State Plan. As indicated in this thesis’ literature review, those sorts of
guidance are currently lacking.

Figure 7. A pie chart depicting survey respondents’ previous experiences with State Planning.
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Figure 8. A pie chart depicting survey respondents’ previous experiences with State Planning,
categorized by years of experience.

SHPO Planning Team & Consultants
Most respondents (58 percent) reported having teams of five or more people
working on their State Plan; in contrast,12 percent of respondents reported that they are
the only staff member responsible for the State Plan at their SHPO (Figure 9). This
variation in team size does not appear to be directly correlated with particular regions.
The majority of respondents in every region except for the Southeast reported teams of
five or more people; one-third of respondents in the Southeast reported that they were the
only team member. Team sizes tended to increase as state size or population size
increased, but small teams of one or two were still reported in every category except
states with land areas between 75,000 and 100,000 square miles, states with populations
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between 1 and 3 million, and states with over 12 million people. 100 percent of
respondents from states with the largest populations reported planning teams of five or
more people.

Figure 9. A pie chart depicting team sizes among respondents’ SHPO State Planning teams.

Respondents were also asked about their personal and team training and/or
education in planning. City and regional planning education is historically and
academically separate from historic preservation, though the two fields overlap and
interact regularly. SHPO staff, depending on their educational background, may not have
had any formal instruction about creating a comprehensive plan before they joined the
office. These questions were also partly inspired by the author’s conversation with Cory
Kegerise; he mentioned states that he knew struggled to find professional consultants
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who were both competent planners and understood the tenets, laws, and practices of
preservation.
A near majority of respondents (46 percent) reported having neither training nor
education in planning. One-third (33 percent) of respondents had acquired training in
planning but had no planning education, and 21 percent of respondents were both trained
and educated as planners (Figure 10). When asked if any of their fellow SHPO planning
team members had planning training or education, 49 percent said their team as a whole
had none. 42 percent reported that some of their team had training or planning education,
but not the majority of the team; only 9 percent reported the majority of their team had
planning training or education (Figure 11). Responses to later survey questions revealed
that multiple states were hindered in their planning efforts by issues with staff expertise
in planning. As one state reported, their office has struggled to find either planners with
relevant preservation knowledge or preservationists with relevant planning knowledge.
This gap between preservation knowledge and planning knowledge was also reported by
states who recently lost long-time staff planners. While having a preservation planner
who has long-term experience with State Plans is a clear benefit, the loss of those
planners either to retirement or layoffs creates a void in a SHPO that can be difficult to
fill, particularly given the previously-mentioned planning-preservation educational
divide.
No respondents reported their entire team as trained or educated in planning. This
alone is not concerning, as there is value in having team members with different strengths
and backgrounds guiding the State Plan, particularly given the broad range of
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preservation activities that the State Plan covers; it is not necessary for the full team to
have a planning background.

Figure 10. A pie chart depicting survey respondents’ professional training and/or education in
planning.
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Figure 11. A pie chart depicting respondents’ SHPO State Planning team members’ professional
training and/or education in planning.

Respondents were then asked about their office’s experience with hiring
consultants to assist in the plan’s creation and/or implementation. The survey did not
provide defined categories for this question, but responses tended to be in one of the
following four categories. The majority of respondents (51 percent) said their State Plan
did not use consultants, or they were unsure if their state had ever hired a consultant
(Figure 12). A further 14 percent reported that they had previously hired a consultant but
did not do so in their most recent plan. Their reasons for moving to in-house work
included increased staff capacity, fluctuations in available funding for consultants, and
negative experiences with previous consultants. Eight respondents (19 percent) said their
SHPO regularly hired consultants for their State Plan. This number was initially
surprising, given how many SHPOs reported struggling with staff capacity to create the
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plan, but makes more sense when Kegerise’s previously-mentioned comments about
finding qualified consultants as well as issues of funding for consultants are considered.
Finally, 16 percent of respondents reported that their SHPO hired a consultant for the first
time for their most recent State Plan. Many of these states cited lack of internal staff
capacity or the loss of staff positions that previously handled the State Plan as the reason
for hiring consultants.

Figure 12. A pie chart depicting survey respondents’ use of consultants for State Planning.

Among states who have used consultants, 43 percent reported that their consultant
assisted with public outreach and engagement efforts; consultants were also reported as
helping with general plan development, goal-setting, composition, and graphics. Public
outreach can be a long and involved process, so it is unsurprising that consultants are
often tapped to take this pressure from SHPO staff. Consultants can also act as a more
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neutral facilitator at public meetings, particularly when communities are likely to be
divided over preservation decisions. A few states also mentioned that hiring consultants
for public outreach helps reinforce to the public that this is not merely the SHPO’s plan,
but rather is a plan intended for everyone to participate in and contribute to.
Midwestern states tended to hire consultants more regularly than other regions,
with 50 percent of respondents reporting regular consultant use; interestingly, the
Midwestern region was the only category of states (by region, land area, or population) in
which the number of respondents reporting regular use of a consultant was greater that
the number of those reporting no use of a consultant. No states in the Southeast or
Intermountain region reported regularly hiring a consultant, though 17 percent and 43
percent of respondents from those regions, respectively, noted that their team hired their
first consultant for their most recent planning cycle. SHPOs in the southeast were least
likely to use a consultant, with 83 percent of respondents reporting that their SHPO did
not regularly hire consultants. By land area, at least 50% of every grouping of states
reported that they never hire consultants. Notably, a quarter of states with land areas
between 25,000 and 50,000 square miles and half of states with areas over 100,000
square miles reported that they hired their first consultant for the most recent Plan.
Similarly, two-thirds of respondents from states with populations over 12 million people
reported hiring their first consultant.

Vignette: Hiring a Consultant in Texas
When the Texas SHPO was considering hiring a consultant for their upcoming
State Plan, the team realized they needed to take the advice they had given to so many
43

citizens – hire professional experts for work you do not know how to do. As Amy
Hammons, the Texas Main Street State Coordinator, explained, “We aren’t community
planners, and we needed help to get public input.” 45 After conferring with other SHPOs
about typical Requests for Proposals (RFPs) to gauge standard practices, the SHPO sent
out an extensive RFP. Staff aggressively promoted their RFP, sending it to all the
consultants they were familiar with as well as posting it to Facebook and LinkedIn.46
Ultimately, they received five proposals. The SHPO knew it was asking for a lot of help
with its public engagement and plan writing, and was drawn to Nick Kalogeresis and his
team of Chicago-based consultants at the Lakota Group because of their background in
preservation planning and their willingness to bring in sub-consultants who were experts
in Texas heritage and disaster planning. The Lakota Group had previously consulted on
three municipal preservation plans in Texas, but this was their first time consulting on a
State Plan. Despite this, as Kalogeresis noted, he and his team were deeply familiar with
State Plans, as they read the relevant State Plan(s) as a matter of practice for guidance
when working on municipality or county-level plans. The Texas SHPO was also drawn to
the Lakota Group’s strategy of listening and consensus-building in community
engagement. As Kalogeresis described it, “We like to let the community tell us what’s
important to them, and we try to take a backseat at public meetings.”47
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Amy Hammons, Texas Historical Commission, interview with the author, March 23, 2022.
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Based on interviews, it does not seem that SHPOs typically need formal approval to expand solicitation
beyond firms in their state, though most prefer firms from their state or neighboring states since those firms
are more likely to be familiar with that state’s historic resources.
47

Nick Kalogeresis, The Lakota Group, interview with the author, March 23, 2022.
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Process of Planning
SHPOs were asked about the steps in their state’s planning process as well as
where their state is currently in the planning cycle as a way for the author to better
understand each SHPO’s perspective in their survey responses; a SHPO that recently
submitted a completed plan is likely to have a different perspective from a SHPO who is
starting a new planning cycle. This question also allowed for analysis of potential
regional, population size, or land area trends regarding planning cycles. If similar states
are aligned in their planning cycles, it could be easier to foster cross-state collaboration
and support in the planning process.
In their descriptions of the SHPO’s planning process, most states’ answers
followed the basic three or four step process of evaluating the previous plan, conducting
public outreach, and analyzing outreach and historic resource data. However, some states
provided additional or distinct steps in their planning. For example, a few states
mentioned that they conduct research into current trends of preservation and forecasted
operating environments in their state; this enables them to create a plan that is up-to-date
with the larger preservation field and is poised to address factors that may affect the
plan’s implementation. One state specifically mentioned issues of diversity and climate
change as points which their SHPO chose to highlight, despite the two issues not being a
major focus amongst public survey responses. As the respondent wrote: “Our plan will
reflect the public will, but as a leader in preservation, SHPO believes it's important to
introduce new issues to the statewide discussion.”48 Some states conducted multiple
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Quotations throughout this survey section, unless otherwise noted, are taken directly from the author’s
online survey of SHPO staff. Quotes in vignette sections are referenced in footnotes.

45

surveys as part of their public outreach, focusing on the general public, state agencies,
THPOs, and/or preservation professionals. Interestingly, one response noted that their
planning process did not involve retrospective evaluation of the previous plan’s
achievements; the respondent did not explain this further. A final unusual response
mentioned their office’s use of GIS overlays and real estate data to find areas of
endangered resources in which the SHPO could focus future work.
Most of the offices responding to the survey (about 47 percent) had recently
published a new State Plan or were waiting for NPS approval before publishing. Nearly a
quarter of SHPOs (23 percent) had just started a new planning cycle or were waiting for
the start of a new cycle. A little over 11 percent and 18 percent of SHPOs were actively
creating their State Plans, either in the outreach and data gathering phases or in the
analysis and drafting phases (Figure 13).

Figure 13. A pie chart depicting survey respondents’ current phases in the State Planning cycle.
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The Northeast, Southeast, and Midwest regions roughly mirrored the national
trends, with the majority of states either in the beginning phases of a planning cycle or
having recently completed a State Plan. Respondents in the Intermountain region and the
West/Pacific region tended to have roughly equal numbers of states in each of the
planning phases. Notable outliers by land area were states between 50,000 and 75,000
square miles, 80 percent of whom had recently completed a plan, and states over 100,000
square miles, 50 percent of whom were in the outreach phase. States categorized by
population size tended to mirror national trends, except for states with populations over
12 million, of which 50 percent were in the outreach phase. These tendencies of similar
states to be in the same phase of planning demonstrates a potential springboard for
increased SHPO State Planning collaboration, which could be encouraged by NPS
actions.

Vignette: Internal Management of the Planning Process in Pennsylvania
For their most recent State Plan (2018-2023), the Pennsylvania SHPO shifted its
internal Plan creation structure. Previously, one staff member did almost all the work of
writing and creating the Plan, and when he retired the office needed to restructure their
efforts. According to Shelby Splain, the Education and Special Initiatives Coordinator for
the SHPO, she noticed that her colleagues dreaded the Plan and the intense work
involved in creating it and decided to spread the Plan’s work across the office.49 They
created a steering committee whose members each served as the chair of a working group
and together created the Plan’s schedule and guiding principles. From there they created
49

Shelby Splain, Pennsylvania SHPO, interview with the author, March 16, 2022.
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working groups: Outreach, Partners, Analysis, and Graphics; members of the working
groups were assigned based on staff’s skills and interests. For example, the Graphics
working group was responsible for collecting images for the Plan, creating the Plan
outline, and working with their agency’s graphic designer. Splain reported that though
there was still some staff burnout, the new Plan creation strategy worked much better
than the previous method and, by giving every member of the SHPO a role, it garnered
more staff buy-in to the Plan and its objectives.

Impediments to Planning
SHPOs were asked two questions about impediments and issues that limit their
ability to successfully create and implement the State Plan. The first question asked them
to simply list and describe all the issues they faced, the second asked them to identify the
one (or in some cases, two) issues that they consider the most important to address in
their state.
When listing all their impediments, respondents most often cited staff capacity
(44 percent of responses), funding (35 percent), public outreach or engagement (28
percent), and issues in the planning process or internal management (19 percent). Issues
with implementation, staff’s technical expertise, geography, consultants, and natural
disasters were all mentioned as well; two respondents reported no impediments to their
planning (Figure 14).
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Figure 14. A graph depicting the frequency that each impediment appeared in survey responses.

In terms of staff capacity, most responses discussed the fact that SHPO staff
tasked with preservation planning duties have other primary duties within their office;
State Planning may be less of a priority than regulatory or time-sensitive duties.
Additionally, State Plan work is no small task. Undertaking the State Planning process is
a time-consuming, lengthy project, which one respondent described as a “significant
additional workload on top of my normal duties.” As this quote indicates, the Plan is not
seen as part of this particular SHPO respondent’s normal duties, despite it being a
continual, cyclical process. Another respondent noted how a lack of staff time for State
Planning increased issues with the Plan’s budgeting: “The funding wouldn't be an issue if
we had much more staff time that we could allocate towards the process.” Staff capacity
also hinders promotion and implementation efforts for State Plans. As one respondent
explained, the return of staff’s focus to their daily duties once a plan is approved steals
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energy from promoting the plan, which then hinders its implementation by the SHPO’s
partners. The staff member went on to write: “The lengthy plan development period is
mentally exhausting, yet the work needs to continue almost immediately in terms of
promoting and implementing the plan. Continuing the momentum through the promotion
and implementation phase tends to be the biggest challenge for our state.”
Issues of staff capacity go beyond simple calculations of time allocated to
different tasks. Overwhelmed and burned-out SHPO staff will not only be less likely to
produce the best plan or implement its goals; they are also less likely to believe in the
purpose of the State Plan or its ability to shape preservation in their state. One respondent
noted their greatest impediment is a psychological barrier that they and their staff face
when creating the State Plan, stating, “…the plan is basically a pointless task that has
little impact on the daily work and is not particularly worth doing well.” This is
dispiriting, even if it is not surprising. State Plans, though they may not be viewed as
such by struggling SHPOs, do have the potential to impact preservation in the state, such
as increasing the number, quality, and effectiveness of Certified Local Governments
(CLGs) in a state; increasing the numbers and diversity of state and National Register
nominations; increasing the numbers of Programmatic Agreements for Section 106; or
enriching interpretive themes in the states’ historic sites. State Plans can be a vehicle for
capitalizing on and highlighting the “daily work” of SHPOs.
As referenced above, funding and budgetary issues are linked to many other
planning impediments. In addition to staff capacity, lack of funding was reported as
hindering SHPOs’ ability to hire consultants, create or attend public engagement events,
follow up with individuals after public engagement events, and create programming to
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promote their completed plan. One of the surveyed SHPOs stated that their office spent
nearly $30,000 just on their consultant, printing, and postage, even with in-house
publication.
Public outreach was cited both as an issue of SHPO effort and public response.
Multiple SHPOs noted that public outreach efforts were further hindered in their latest
planning cycle by the COVID-19 pandemic; in some states, geography also affects staff’s
ability to reach in-person events. Furthermore, multiple states argued that the general
public has reached a point of burnout with online survey requests. One state reported that
their office had tried multiple avenues of public outreach, including in-person meetings,
bilingual meetings, and online surveys both in English and translated to other languages;
none of their efforts had produced the desired result.
When asked to prioritize the issues, staff capacity remained at the top (33
percent), but public outreach and internal management both moved up in the list of issues
(26 percent and 19 percent, respectively). Less-reported responses included funding, plan
implementation, staff’s technical expertise, geography and natural disasters. As with the
previous question, two respondents reported no major impediments (Figure 15).
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Figure 15. A graph depicting the frequency that each impediment appeared in survey responses
when respondents were asked to prioritize the impediments their SHPO faces.

The top four impediments nationally (staff capacity, public engagement, funding,
and internal management) continued to be the major impediments across state categories.
The Northeast and Intermountain regions as well as states with populations under 1
million people tended to report difficulties with public engagement as a greater
impediment than other regions or population categories. No respondents from state with
populations between 7 million and 12 million reported issues with public outreach; this is
an outlier amongst all categories of states. Respondents from nearly all categories
maintained staff capacity as either the most-reported or second most-reported issue, with
at least 30 percent of survey responses mentioning it; states with populations under 1
million are the sole outlier, with only 13 percent of responses mentioning staff capacity.
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States with land area between 75,000 and 100,000 square miles reported funding-related
impediments far more than any other state category (71 percent of responses).

Addressing Reported Issues
Following their discussion of planning impediments and issues, SHPOs were
asked to report any strategies their office has implemented to address those issues (Figure
16). 42 percent of respondents reported either that no strategies had been implemented or
that strategies that their office attempted had not been successful. Most did not elaborate
beyond this; based on the reported impediments, it is likely that SHPO staff do not feel
they have the capacity to experiment with new problem-solving strategies, nor do they
have the flexibility in their budgets to try any costly solutions to their problems. Of the 25
respondents who reported strategies they had implemented, most were focused on public
outreach and engagement (48 percent), including virtual meetings, online surveys, social
media, raising awareness of the SHPO and its work, and activating established
preservation networks to assist with engagement. Hiring consultants, advocating for
increased funding, and changing internal management processes each constituted 12
percent of the reported strategies. A further 12 percent of responses mentioned that the
SHPO was currently developing strategies to address impediments.
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Figure 16. A graph depicting the frequency that each strategy appeared in survey responses.

Vignette: Setting Up Systems for Success in Washington, D.C.
David Maloney, the Associate Director for Historic Preservation and State
Historic Preservation Officer for the Washington, D.C. Historic Preservation Office
(HPO), described how his office recently shifted their State Plan format and schedule to
increase efficiency and save staff time. As he described, the State Plan when he joined
the HPO in the 1980s was much more minimal and generally less professional than
contemporary State Plans; as historic preservation in the United States has grown and
professionalized, the State Plan has become more of a program activity for SHPOs.
Washington, D.C. is, of course, in an unusual situation as a federal district.
However, their approach to planning can be widely applicable. The D.C. HPO is required
by law to provide annual reports to the D.C. Council; this annual report focuses on facts
and numbers, such as the number of permits the HPO reviewed that year. Maloney views
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the reports as an opportunity for the HPO to take credit for its accomplishments,
particularly with public officials, as well as a way to steadily gather data on
accomplishments to be reported in the next State Plan. Roughly 20 years ago his office
hired an intern to create a report format that was both visually appealing and flexible
enough to be re-used every year. The success of this report framework sparked an idea to
use a repeatable framework in the State Plan. Not only would a pre-existing framework
make the writing process more efficient, but it would also allow the HPO to have a
“perfectible” product that could be improved over time and convey continuity among the
Plans.
The D.C. HPO used a series of plans over three planning cycles to establish and
edit their new plan framework, which includes sections on D.C.’s history, preservation
achievements since the last plan, preservation challenges, the current goals, objectives,
and actions, and an implementation plan. Maloney mentioned the history section as one
of the easiest to repeat, as most of the information does not need to change between
plans. It is important to note that the re-use of the State Plan framework and history
section is not the same as simply “putting a new cover on an old plan.” The pre-set
structure is a tool to ease staff workloads, enabling in-depth analysis of previous State
Plans and new public engagement and historic resource data that changes with each plan
Another element that adds to the ease of re-using frameworks is the HPO’s final
accomplishments reports. The HPO publishes these reports when a plan expires; this
serves as a way of evaluating the previous plan, touting preservation’s accomplishments
to the public and public officials, holding the HPO and partners accountable for achieving
their stated goals, and as a record of accomplishments that can be easily folded into the
55

next plan. When asked about the applicability of annual reports for other SHPOs,
Maloney stated that the idea could be widely applicable, but the key is to make the
reports easy to create; annual reports are meant to aid in State Planning efficiency, so any
report that is too onerous for SHPO staff to create goes against this purpose.
Simultaneous with the adoption of a new State Plan framework, the D.C. HPO
also shifted to a new phased planning schedule. Previous planning cycles in D.C. had
been four years long (4 years is the minimum allowed by NPS; the typical maximum is
roughly 10 years), but this did not provide the office enough time for evaluation of
previous plans and creation of new plans, nor did it align with the D.C. Comprehensive
Plan cycle. Maloney stated that his office wanted to be more intentional with the State
Plan and not feel as though they had to rush through evaluation and writing, and the
office needed built-in reminders to move through the planning cycle. Under the new fiveyear cycle, the HPO built in a year at the end to evaluate the previous plan and a year at
the beginning of the cycle to create the next plan. The annual reports will serve as the
office’s “alarm bell” to move between planning phases. Maloney described this system
as, “pre-setting systems that allow you to become more efficient and are set up to provide
you with the information you need.”50 For instance, the HPO has created a monthly
reminder email for staff to record their public engagement efforts; this log of engagement
can then be referenced in plan evaluations.
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David Maloney, Washington, D.C. Office of Planning, interview with the author, March 10, 2022.
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Disappointments in Planning
SHPOs were also asked about their office’s biggest disappointments in State
Planning, i.e. strategies or goals the SHPO tried that did not turn out as it had hoped.
While this question is somewhat similar to the question of planning impediments, it turns
the focus from external and/or internal barriers to SHPO actions; the question implies that
SHPOs are active in their planning work and have some sort of target goals or strategies
to improve their State Plans. The answers to this question also helped shape the direction
of follow-up interviews; areas in which many states have had disappointing outcomes are
areas that are ripe for consideration and implementation of best practices.
53 percent of responses mentioned public outreach as a major disappointment in
the State Planning process; this was by far the most-mentioned type of disappointment
(Figure 17). Some of these disappointments involved strategies that were hindered by the
COVID-19 pandemic, but most simply involved constituents not showing up to meetings
or responding to surveys. As one respondent put it, “The lack of public participation has
been very disheartening every time.” One state also mentioned fears that virtual
engagement sessions, as required by COVID-19 precautions, were not able to be as
diverse or equitable as their office had hoped. Similar to what states mentioned in their
impediments section, multiple SHPOs have noticed a decline in responses to online
public surveys. Most linked the change to the loss of “newness” in virtual surveys, such
as SurveyMonkey, over the past decade. As the general public got used to online surveys
and more companies and organizations began to use them, the public was less
incentivized simply by the novelty of the survey.
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Figure 17. A graph depicting the frequency that each area of disappointment appeared in survey
responses.

The second most-reported disappointment was implementation of the plan by the
SHPO, by its partners, and by the public. Disappointment in the SHPO’s implementation
was often related to staff capacity for monitoring the plan and its goals or to a lack of
belief in the usefulness of the State Plan. Plans were reported as “sitting on shelves” and
viewed merely as a form of compliance with the NPS. Goal-setting was also an
implementation-related issue, including goals that were not realistically aligned with
SHPO’s staff capacity and responsibilities as well as goals that were too broad to be
practical. One SHPO described its State Plan’s goals as “broadly stated platitudes in
which we can fit any activity.” While the State Plan’s goals should be broad enough to be
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applicable to multiple organizations across the Plan’s life, they also need to be narrow
enough to spur their implementation through specific projects.
Many respondents also reported disappointment in partners’ and the publics’ lack
of implementation of the State Plan’s goals. This was often linked to a lack of
accountability; SHPO’s partners, whether state agencies, non-profits, or municipalities,
are not motivated to adhere to the State Plan because the NPS only holds the SHPO
accountable for its creation and use of HPF funds for implementation. Additionally, these
partners have their own missions, and often their own written plans, to which they are
more motivated to align themselves and their work. This is especially disappointing when
SHPOs put in major efforts into public engagement and partner co-development of the
State Plan, only to have those partners subsequently ignore the plan.
Other reported disappointments included issues such as the internal process of
State Planning, unforeseen expectations from the NPS in regard to the State Plan,
consultants who did not meet expectations, funding requests that went unheeded, and lack
of diversity in engagement. Three states reported no disappointments in their recent State
Planning activities.
Limited public engagement was by far the most-reported disappointment in every
state category except for states with land areas between 25,000 and 50,000 square miles
and states with populations under 1 million, which reported greater disappointment in
plan implementation and consultants. The Intermountain region (86 percent), states with
land areas over 75,000 square miles (71 percent and 83 percent), and states with
populations between 1 and 3 million (89%) were the highest reporters of disappointment
in public engagement. The Northeast, states with land areas between 25,000 and 50,000
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square miles, and states with populations over 12 million all reported disappointment in
plan implementation in at least 33 percent of responses.

Vignette: Optimizing Engagement through Public Survey in Indiana
The Indiana SHPO set records in 2011 and again in 2018 for public input to its
online survey. According to Steve Kennedy, Assistant Director of Administration,
Financial Incentives and Planning and CLG Coordinator, the Indiana SHPO decided to
try online surveys for public outreach rather than public meetings, as previous Plans’
public meetings had low turnout and inconsistent public input.51 An intern was tasked
with examining survey questions from 16 other SHPOs, which were sent to the planning
committee to consider their options for survey length, themes, and types of questions.
Halfway through the 2011 survey period, the SHPO staff noticed that there was little
response and took action to actively drive traffic to the survey. For their next planning
cycle in 2018, the staff took a proactive approach; every two weeks their division’s
communications staff captured the survey responses and examined the numbers of
responses by county. The SHPO staff then chose counties to target for the next two
weeks. Staff gathered lists of relevant community members in those counties, such as
county historians, town mayors, parks superintendents, librarians, and historical society
staff; Kennedy stated that the goal was to gather about 40 email addresses for each
county, as 40 emails could usually garner about 20 responses.
Staff then used a template to email the people on their lists. These emails
appealed to people’s sense of pride, noting the numbers of responses statewide as
51
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compared to the numbers of responses from that county. The emails also asked for the
survey to be shared widely throughout the recipient’s community. According to Kennedy,
the SHPO has been able to find the “magic person” for a few counties, meaning a wellconnected local “go-getter” who, through their personal connections, is able to gather
many responses from a low-population county.52 Gathering these lists and sending emails
takes approximately one to two hours per county, and in some cases counties need two or
three targeted pushes. Despite that, Kennedy stated that their survey efforts are still more
efficient and more fruitful than the office’s previous public meetings. Furthermore, the
office’s use of some of the same survey questions in 2011 and 2018 has allowed the
SHPO to compare responses and better analyze changes in public opinion over time.

Vignette: Using Consultants for Public Engagement in Texas
As mentioned previously, Texas consulted with the Lakota Group for their most
recent Plan, and they took the lead on establishing a “brand” for the Plan’s public
workshops and digital town halls, including a consistent design across the project
website, press releases, and workshop exhibits. For the eight in-person workshops, which
were the core of the SHPO’s public engagement, the consultant team created state-level
promotional materials as well as individualized promotional materials to use at the local
level and marketing materials for specific audiences, such as nonprofits. Kalogeresis
expressed that he and his team wanted to create a flexible experience for meeting
attendees, offer participants a variety of ways to comment, and give people opportunities
to think critically rather than simply sitting at a presentation. Workshops began with a
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local welcome and case study of successful implementation of a previous Plan’s goal in
that community, and then Kalogeresis gave a brief note of information on the State Plan
and its purpose for the community. After that, participants were free to walk through the
exhibits, participate in activities, and communicate with their fellow attendees. Exhibits
covered topics such as background information about the State plan, larger perspectives
on preservation in Texas, and disaster preparedness. Activities included a disaster
recovery survey, voting on the draft priorities and initiatives for the Plan, and mapping
historic resources that are important to attendees. According to Kalogeresis, one of the
best signs of a successful workshop came from an attendee, who told him as they walked
out of the meeting, “This was fun!”53

Vignette: Implementing Goals in Oregon
Oregon’s implementation of their Plan goals and objectives involves both internal
work and external strategies. Internally, Ian Johnson, Oregon’s Associate Deputy State
Historic Preservation Officer, described the SHPO’s work as “regularly re-engaging with
the Plan.”54 Much of their implementation work is rooted in monitoring work. As an
Oregon state agency, the SHPO is required to complete quarterly follow-ups on its work
plans and enter its goals into a statewide system. In addition, Johnson holds bi-weekly
meetings with his staff members; one of the routine questions at those meetings is “Tell
me what you’ve done to accomplish the Plan?” SHPO staff work plans and project lists
are explicitly tied to the Plan, ensuring that the objectives are enmeshed in the daily work
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of the office. Johnson observed that it is important for his staff’s workplans to balance
larger projects with smaller ones; smaller projects are an easy way to keep up morale
amongst staff. For example, one item on a staff member’s work plan was to update the
twelve different compliance letter templates. This task was easy to phase and complete
over a short period of time and ends up saving the whole team time later on, as they no
longer have to make small corrections every time they send a letter and they receive
fewer calls asking for clarification after sending a letter. Furthermore, this task fit into the
objectives listed in Goal 1 of their Plan.
As for outside monitoring, Johnson stated that much of it depends on the SHPO’s
relationship with each partner. For example, the SHPO has an annual check-in meeting
with the State Advisory Committee on Historic Preservation (SACHP) to assess and
refine the Plan’s objectives related to the National Register. The Oregon SHPO Outreach
Coordinator’s work is linked to the Heritage Commission’s work, so it is easy for the
SHPO and the Commission to align their goals and reassess them throughout the life of
the Plan. Other, more subtle relationships involve the SHPO responding to what it hears
from partners outside of meetings directly related to the Plan. For instance, the SHPO
leads an Intergovernmental Resource Council, through which it is able to stay up-to-date
on the work of tribes and other state agencies and make note of projects implementing
Plan goals.

Vignette: Crafting Targeted Goals in Washington, D.C.
In their most recent Plan, the D.C. HPO published 12 goals, each with specific
objectives and targeted actions to achieve those objectives; the use of targeted actions
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was a lesson from Maloney’s experiences with comprehensive planning. In the D.C.
Plan’s implementation section, each objective is linked to two to four targeted actions as
well as the “action agents” responsible for them. When relevant, objectives are also
linked to specific goals and objectives from the D.C. Comprehensive Plan. Though their
46 targeted actions may seem like an overwhelming number of items to accomplish,
Maloney explained that responsibility for the actions is spread across the HPO and its
partners. Internally, the targeted actions are linked to the HPO’s existing plans for their
work; the HPO establishes their office’s goals for the next five years and incorporates
those into the Plan. As for their partners, Maloney stated that the key is simply asking in
stakeholder interviews, “What is on your agenda for the next five years?” 55 Specific
partner projects, along with deadlines for completion, can then be placed in the Plan as
targeted actions. For example, when the HPO interviewed the D.C. History Center, they
learned the History Center was shifting its organization from serving their members to
serving the public and that they were asking the D.C. Council for permanent funding.
This was incorporated as a targeted action in the most recent plan. Interviews and
gathering information about future agendas allows the HPO and its partners to consider
how their programs align and how they can mutually support one another’s goals;
framing targeted actions within partners’ existing goals also increases accountability and
implementation.
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Successes and Innovative Practices in Planning
States were asked to provide descriptions of their biggest success(es) in State
Planning, as well as any innovative practices their offices had implemented related to the
State Plan (Figure 18). Interestingly, public engagement was by far the most common
area of success (49 percent of responses); this was a surprise as public engagement was
the most common disappointment amongst State Plans and was also seen as a major
impediment in planning. This suggests public engagement plays a key role not only in
State Planning, but also in SHPO staff’s perceptions of their State Plan. Multiple states
reported that they were able to solicit responses from all or nearly all the counties in their
state, providing at least some measure of geographic representation in their engagement
data. States also mentioned strategies such as video calls for engagement and
collaboration with partners or gathering input at the annual statewide preservation
conference. A few responses highlighted efforts towards better engagement with THPOs
and incorporating THPO priorities into the State Plan’s goals. A few states also discussed
ongoing engagement and education efforts with the general public and with elected
officials. These educational efforts aim to increase awareness and understanding of
historic preservation, the SHPO’s role, and the importance of planning for preservation,
with the long-term goal of garnering more public and governmental support for historic
preservation in the state.
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Figure 18. A graph depicting the frequency that each area of success appeared in survey
responses.

Successes related to plan implementation were the second-most reported category,
followed by success in management of the planning process and “other” responses, which
often focused on using technology to assist in the planning process. One distinctive
response related to implementation discussed how inviting local preservation
organizations, consultants, and cultural resources management professionals to write their
success stories and including those in the plan positively influenced the State Plan’s
implementation. These success stories served as achievable examples for other
communities in the state and facilitated inter-community connections to share
preservation strategies; as more communities felt empowered to engage in preservation,
more of the State Plan’s goals were put to use.
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Four states reported that simply completing the State Planning process was a
major success for their office. As one respondent wrote: “The whole SHPO Team really
put in the time and effort despite being overwhelmed much of the time.…Finally having
a great product and Plan was a big success. I was proud of the work that was
accomplished.” Respondents also frequently mentioned that circumstances related to the
COVID-19 pandemic made State Planning difficult, and the completion of the planning
process was a cause for celebration in their office. Other areas of reported success
included creating achievable goals, hiring qualified consultants, diversity of engagement,
and staff technical expertise in preservation planning. One state reported that they could
not think of an area of success related to their State Plan.
In every state category, public engagement was the most reported or tied for the
most-reported form of success in State Planning. In the Intermountain region and states
with land areas over 100,000 square miles, public engagement was tied with success in
implementation; in respondents from states with populations between 7 and 12 million,
outreach was tied with “other” responses.
When asked about innovative practices in State Planning, 51 percent of
respondents said their SHPO did not implement any (Figure 19). Part of this response
could be related to hesitation to label a state’s strategies as “innovative,” and future
surveys may want to consider alternative wording when seeking to learn about unique or
especially helpful State Planning practices. Among the 21 respondents who did report
innovative practices, public outreach and “other” responses were tied, each mentioned in
38 percent of the responses. The responses categorized as “other” typically involved
digitization of records to enable easier historic resource data analysis, Unmanned Aircraft
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System or drone technology for monitoring resources, and digital diagnostic tools.
Technology was also involved in many of the public outreach-related responses, with
many states reporting the use of virtual meetings, digital town forums, and online
engagement through surveys and social media. Outreach innovations also involved new
formats for public meetings, such as open houses or activities-based meetings rather than
presentation-based meetings. A few states also noted relationship-building with Tribes;
these were often paired with statements hesitating to call Tribal outreach “innovative,”
but states were clear that they felt their recent efforts to host open-ended interviews and
listening sessions with Tribes represented important work. Four states (19 percent of
“innovative” respondents) discussed work related to Diversity, Equity, Inclusion, and
Belonging (DEIB) principles, such as targeted interviews and focus groups with DEI
stakeholders, creating a section of the State Plan focused on DEIB, and leveraging state
Diversity Officers and Environmental Justice Offices to assist in more diverse public
engagement. Other responses about innovation centered on consultant-led strategies and
efforts to engage in more in-depth evaluation of previous State Plans.
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Figure 19. A graph depicting the frequency that each area of innovation appeared in survey
responses.

Vignette: Innovative Engagement with THPOs and the Public in Minnesota
Minnesota’s engagement strategies are notable for two reasons: their intentional
THPO engagement and their creative formats for engaging with the larger public.
According to Michael Koop, CLG Coordinator and Historic Preservation Specialist, and
Amy Spong, Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer, the engagement strategies were
guided by an engagement plan, which their team created in the earliest stages of their
most recent planning cycle. Their staff wanted a robust approach to engagement that was
listening-focused; their engagement motto was “meeting people where they are.”56 The
SHPO’s Environmental Review team led the THPO engagement efforts, as those staff
members had existing relationships with THPOs through Section 106 consultations.
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Michael Koop, Minnesota SHPO, interview with the author, March 24, 2022.
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Engagement began with a SHPO presentation at a Minnesota Indian Affairs Council
board meeting, and then the team contacted each of Minnesota’s 11 federally recognized
tribal nations as well as federally recognized tribes outside their state. The SHPO planned
to have in-person listening sessions with each of the state’s THPOs, but only four were
able to occur before the onset of the COVID-19 pandemic. As THPOs pivoted to focus
on pandemic management, the rest of the meetings were switched to telephone calls or
survey responses.
THPO listening sessions were intended to go beyond simply recognizing the
importance of protecting tribal cultural resources; recognizing tribal perspectives on
cultural heritage is necessary to shape goals and future actions. For example, a theme
from the four listening sessions was the importance of cultural heritage for individual and
collective mental, physical, and spiritual health among tribes, particularly in their ability
to facilitate healing wounds of historical trauma experienced by Indigenous people. In
response to these listening sessions, tribal capacity-building goals and objectives were
highlighted throughout the Plan.
As for their engagement with the larger public, the Minnesota SHPO developed a
few creative strategies to garner public input. Spong mentioned that one of the planning
team members had worked on municipal comprehensive plans previously and introduced
the “Meeting in a Box” based on those experiences. The Meeting in a Box is a shared and
consistent tool for local, citizen-led public meetings; nonprofits, community
organizations and CLGs can incorporate the material into existing meetings or as
independent events. Interested organizations were provided with instructions and an
agenda for the meeting, which included an online welcome video, an opening exercise,
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two voting and discussion exercises, and a reflection exercise. All meeting notes and
worksheets were collected and sent to the SHPO for review. Spong and Koop reported
surprise at the response to the Meeting in a Box; they expected two or three responses but
ended up with eleven local events that used the tool. In addition to saving the SHPO time
and effort in organizing meetings, the Meeting in a Box also allowed for local groups to
assume a degree of leadership for part of the State Planning efforts, gaining greater buyin to the Plan.
Also, when attending outside events such as the Midwest Archaeological
Conference or Open Streets West Broadway, the SHPO used coloring sheets, stickers,
and a preservation mascot competition as ways to draw people to its table.57 Koop noted
that their team wanted to have some lighthearted, fun activities to spark conversations
with people who may have otherwise avoided the SHPO table.

Vignette: Strategies for Diversity, Equity, Inclusion, and Belonging in Maryland
The Maryland SHPO is already unusual for its regional approach to setting goals
in the State Plan, and its work to increase diversity in the Plan also used a regional
approach. For the most recent Plan, Nell Ziehl, Chief of the Office of Planning,
Education and Outreach at the Maryland Historical Trust (Maryland SHPO), facilitated
three regional African American heritage roundtables, co-sponsored with the Maryland
Commission on African American History and Culture (MCAAHC).58 The SHPO had an
existing relationship with the MCAAHC, and the two groups co-administer a grant, so
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Preservation Porcupine was the winner of the preservation mascot competition.
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Nell Ziehl, Maryland Historical Trust, interview with the author, March 23, 2022.
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the SHPO was able to tap into the MCAAHC’s existing network of relationships. The
MCAAHC helped the SHPO identify people who were active in Black heritage work in
different regions of the state, and those people were then invited to co-develop invitation
lists for the roundtable discussions. The roundtable format was suggested by MCAAHC
as preferable to a survey, as it allowed for relationship-building and face-to-face
conversations. Ziehl facilitated all three meetings, while another SHPO staff member
took notes. The discussions at the roundtable meetings directly impacted the goals,
objectives, and strategies in the State Plan, providing better understanding of statewide
and regional opportunities and threats to resources as well as more nuanced narratives to
tell at historic sites.

Future Goals for the State Plan
States were asked to describe any future goals they had for their State Plan. This
information served two purposes: ascertaining how the practices of State Planning relate
to changes and trends in the nationwide historic preservation movement, as well as
further informing the previous question about creating solutions to SHPOs’ planning
hindrances. As with the answers about planning successes, public outreach was the clear
leader in SHPOs’ future goals for their State Plans (Figure 20). 65 percent of respondents
mentioned public outreach and engagement as a goal, citing increased numbers of
participation, younger audiences, rural engagement, better geographic distribution across
the state, increased preservation awareness among elected officials, and better
engagement of underserved or underrepresented communities. 21 percent of respondents
cited DEIB-related goals; many of these DEIB goals overlapped with public engagement
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goals, but also included goals of building or growing SHPO and preservation partners’
relationships with underrepresented communities and preserving resources related to
diverse communities. These two most popular types of goals align with the larger
nationwide preservation movement’s trends towards greater citizen participation and
greater diversity in the preservation profession, preservation partners, and preservation
resources. These goals can also be tied to other nationwide movements towards equity
and justice, particularly after the civil rights demonstrations that occurred across the
nation in the summer of 2020.

Figure 20. A graph depicting the frequency that each area of future goals appeared in survey
responses.

Implementation was the third most cited theme for future planning goals (12
percent), with respondents focusing on tracking progress towards the plan’s goals, often
mentioning annual reviews to track the plan’s implementation. Other responses stated
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that the SHPO was not yet considering future goals at this stage of the planning cycle (9
percent), creating fewer, more achievable, or more well-defined goals (7 percent), and
hiring a consultant to bridge the divide between preservation knowledge and planning
knowledge (5 percent). One response mentioned including disaster planning and
resiliency measures in future plans; another highlighted the need for more professional
consideration of rural landscape preservation. Two respondents stated that their goal was
simply to have an approved State Plan.
States in every category tended to follow the national trends for future goals, with
public engagement goals being the most reported by far, typically followed by DEIBrelated goals and implementation goals.

Usefulness of the State Plan
In his interview, Cory Kegerise suggested asking a “mood” question in the survey
regarding SHPOs’ feelings about the State Plan’s usefulness. Respondents were asked
how useful they believed the plan was not only for their office, but also for outside
partners, and were also asked to explain their response. When analyzed by category,
smaller states, including the Northeast region, states with land areas under 50,000 square
miles, and state with populations under 1 million, tended to report the Plans as more
useful than larger states.
42 percent of respondents stated that they do believe the State Plan is useful
(Figure 21). Explanations ranged, but most focused on the Plan’s importance in guiding
SHPO activities, gathering feedback on preservation programs in the state, garnering
public, partner, and politician buy-in for preservation, and setting preservation programs
74

up for sustainability through routine evaluation. Some responses argued that since the
SHPO may be the only organization in a state with a statewide focus for preservation, it
is critical for the State Plan to create a unified, statewide preservation vision.
Additionally, multiple responses mentioned that all organizations, including the SHPOs,
need a plan to guide them. While the NPS has stated that the State Plan is not meant to be
simply a SHPO management plan, SHPO’s responsibility for it and the SHPO’s centrality
to many of the plan’s goals often results in the plan serving as a basis for internal
management plans.

Figure 21. A pie chart depicting survey respondents’ opinions regarding State Plans’ usefulness.

The requirements for public and partner engagement were frequently noted as
helpful for the SHPOs, despite the previously-stated challenges in public engagement.
The State Plan was described by respondents as a bridge for preservation to meet with
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other professionals, elected officials, and the public, share their goals, and provide
information about preservation resources. Understanding public perceptions of
preservation allows for responsive trainings and programming to meet a state’s unique
needs, and meetings with preservation partners and other governmental agencies helps
them to understand both how their current goals and programming align as well as how
they could continue to work together in the future. Furthermore, a few responses noted
that public and partner engagement surrounding the State Plan has helped the public
better understand all the programs that the SHPO runs. This increased understanding of
the SHPO’s wide-ranging work is not only gratifying for staff members, but it also
strengthens public support for the SHPO’s work.
21 percent of respondents reported that they found the State Plan to be somewhat
useful. Some of these responses echoed elements of those who did find the State Plans to
be useful, such as obtaining public feedback on preservation programs and guiding
SHPOs’ work. However, nearly all the “somewhat useful” responses stated concerns that
the State Plan was not useful or used outside of the SHPO, either by preservation partner
organizations or by other governmental agencies. As one respondent put it, “It’s a great
tool to guide the SHPO, but not beyond that.” The State Plan was acknowledged by one
“somewhat useful” response as being a helpful reminder of the SHPO’s basic goals for its
partners, but is of limited use otherwise. Since preservation-focused organizations and
governmental agencies in the state are not technically accountable for the State Plan or its
goals, they are not inherently incentivized to implement the Plan nor track progress
towards the Plan’s goals.
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Furthermore, SHPOs’ partner organizations and agencies have their own
missions, and often their own plans, to which they are more attuned; if the goals of the
State Plan are not easily adoptable and adaptable to partners’ existing goals and plans,
they are unlikely to be used. Multiple respondents also cited lack of SHPO capacity to
properly promote the State Plan as a hindrance to its usefulness; if partners and the public
are not aware of the Plan or do not know where to access it, they cannot use it.
Respondents often noted that their team would need a dedicated position, whether a
preservation planner or an education and outreach specialist, to properly promote the
Plan’s content and maximize the Plan’s impact.
Finally, 37 percent of survey respondents reported that they did not believe the
State Plan was useful. The reasons for these responses varied widely. On one end of the
spectrum, respondents reported an almost complete lack of usefulness; one stated, “Zero
usefulness. I cannot think of a single outside entity that has referenced it or a single
internal staff member (other than me) who has referenced it in our work.” Another state
reported that no one but NPS noticed when their State Plan was expired for multiple
years. Others cited issues with the structure of the Plan and its intention as a truly
statewide guidance document for preservation: “If we make it specific enough to be
useful, it's more like a workplan for the SHPO office, which we don't want it to be. If we
make it more applicable to all those working in preservation, it's so general and nebulous
that it doesn't have specific recommendations that people can actually work towards.”
The needed specificity for goals and objectives is viewed as incompatible with the need
to create a Plan that can be used by all preservation actors in a state. A different
respondent echoed the same sentiment, arguing that the State Plan “cannot and probably
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will never be a strategic plan that everyone could adopt,” due to the broad perspective
that the Plan stakes. The respondent went on to describe the difficulties of widespread
implementation of the Plan, since the preservation movement is fairly decentralized and
often organized at the local level.
Still other respondents acknowledged that the Plan had some use but was
unhelpful overall. As one state put it: “I have not seen a major usefulness in the State
Plan, other than raising awareness of these general issues. There is value in the process of
generating the plan, but once it is complete, having continued dialogue around its goals
[is] more difficult.” A couple of states tied the issues back to staff capacity and funding,
arguing that without those two necessary components, the Plan cannot and will not be a
priority in its creation or implementation.

Coordination and Collaboration with other SHPOs
Survey respondents were asked whether their state worked with other SHPOs
during the planning process, including consultations, cross-state coordination, informal
sharing of tips and tricks, etc. As many states share similar historic resource typologies,
in some cases even sharing National Heritage Areas or National Parks, this question was
meant to gauge whether those states coordinated their preservation approaches for
regional unity. Additionally, the question was also meant to shed light on informal forms
of collaboration and assistance between SHPOs in the State Planning process. Responses
to the question centered more on the latter; if future researchers are interested in this
topic, survey questions regarding regional coordination should be more specifically
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worded and it may be beneficial to ask SHPOs separate questions about each type of
conversation/collaboration with other SHPOs (NCSHPO listserv, plan review, etc.).
46.5 percent of respondents reported that their state works with other SHPOs in
some form during the planning process. This collaboration varied, but tended to include
asking other SHPOs, often in neighboring states, about what has and has not worked for
them in the past, as well as strategies for tackling specific topics such as climate change,
diversity, and disaster planning. Public outreach strategies were also commonly cited as a
topic of conversation between SHPOs. A few states also mentioned reviewing other State
Plans for ideas about Plan formatting and methodology; this seems to be a common
practice amongst SHPOs, though not all considered it “working with” other SHPOs.
Finally, some respondents referenced a NCSHPO listserv that staff can use to ask
questions, as well as more informal conversations at conferences and meetings. It is
possible that some of the respondents who said their state does not work with other
SHPOs (53.5 percent) also engage in some of the activities as those who responded
affirmatively, such as reviewing other State Plans.
Following up from the previous question, SHPOs were asked if they desired more
communication and coordination with other SHPO planning staff. This question was
partly inspired by the recommendations from Morrison’s 2014 report, which included
strategies to increase and strengthen interactions between SHPOs. Across all categories
of states, the majority of respondents expressed desire for more collaboration across
SHPOs; the Midwest, the West/Pacific region, and states with land areas between 50,000
and 75,000 square miles all indicated interest in over 75 percent of responses.
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Nationally, 63 percent of respondents reported that they were interested in more
communication with their SHPO peers about State Planning (Figure 22). Three separate
respondents stated that better communication would prevent states from “reinventing the
wheel” in planning by being able to rely on the experience and knowledge of other states.
Respondents noted the similarities between SHPOs in their shared missions and the
similar challenges they face in State Planning. One respondent stated that they would be
interested in more cross-SHPO communication, “…if other SHPOs are similar to us.”
Though states obviously face particular challenges based on their location, size,
population, and resources, the results of this thesis survey show that SHPOs do tend to be
similar to one another in their challenges, successes, and goals for State Plans.

Figure 22. A pie chart depicting survey respondents’ feelings towards the potential for increased
communication among SHPO State Planning teams.

80

Another common theme among those who desire more communication is that
having an established mode of communication would decrease the effort that it currently
takes staff, particularly new staff that do not have as many personal contacts, to gather
information from other states. An established platform for sharing advice and ideas,
commiserating about challenges, and sharing best practices would also allow new staff to
learn from more experienced planners and would provide those with experience a
platform to gather fresh ideas. One respondent noted that National Register of Historic
Places coordinators have their own informal listserv that is helpful for specific questions
and that their state is part of a similar group for review and compliance work; they
suggested a similar listserv or group focused solely on State Planning could be helpful.
Even without an actual communication platform, one state noted that a shared
repository of current State Plans would be helpful. There was a somewhat updated list of
State Plans on the NPS website before updates in late 2021; it is unclear if this will return
to their website at a later date. Another respondent called for the NPS to foster these
discussions or create these platforms, as they are the organization responsible for
reviewing the Plans; additionally, due to the staff capacity issues that have been noted
throughout the survey, SHPO staff are unlikely to have the time to create and/or run these
communication platforms on their own.
21 percent of respondents were unsure about increased communication and
collaboration with other SHPOs. Most noted that existing methods of communication
through NCSHPO and the National Alliance of Preservation Commissions (NAPC)
worked well enough for them and that they did not have the time to coordinate or engage
in deeper discussions about State Planning with other SHPOs. A few also expressed
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doubts that the experiences of different states were broadly applicable, thus sharing tips
and tricks may not actually benefit other states. One noted that it could be useful to have
one annual list of State Plans, where each state is in their planning cycle, and links to
each state’s most recent plan; this is similar to the State Plan repository that was
mentioned previously.
16 percent of surveyed SHPO staff stated that they did not desire more
communication with other SHPOs. Explanations tended to be very similar to the “unsure”
respondents; responses often mentioned that staff can use established NCSHPO and
NAPC networks for help, and that SHPOs already look at others’ plans online. As one
respondent stated, “Not sure direct contact would be more valuable than simply
reviewing their plans.” Time and staff capacity were also cited, noting that ongoing
national discussions can be time consuming. A few also shared that they worried about
taking up time for more communication with little added benefit, as their previous
attempts to gather ideas from other SHPOs were not as fruitful as they had hoped.
Inspired by a survey question from Allison Davis’ 2021 thesis, SHPOs were
asked whether they had particular states that they looked to as models for State
Planning.59 This question served the author in choosing SHPOs for follow-up interviews,
but also provided greater context for potential informal communications between states
about idea-sharing and best practices for State Plans. Interestingly, there was a nearly
even split among responses to the question; 53.5 percent of states said there were others
that they sought out as models for State Planning, while 46.5 percent said there were not.
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Allison Davis, “Balancing Sticks and Carrots: Local Preservation Incentives for Homeowners,” Master’s
Thesis, University of Pennsylvania, 2021.
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Among states who did talk about models for planning, 30 percent stated that they looked
to adjacent or regional states as models, since those states tended to have similar historic
resources and social, economic, and political contexts. 9 percent of responses mentioned
looking at states of similar sizes (Figure 23). Though states did not report intentional
regional coordination of their plans, it seems that some SHPOs may be aligning their
plans regionally by modelling their State Plans on others in the region. Pennsylvania was
the most-mentioned individual state, noted in seven responses. North Carolina and Texas
were each mentioned three times, while Oregon, Michigan, and South Dakota were
mentioned twice. Elements of State Plans that were seen as aspirational included Plan
structure, survey topics and questions, promotion of the Plan, consideration of issues such
as disaster planning, and physical elements of the Plan such as illustration and graphic
design.
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Figure 23. A graph depicting the frequency that each “model state” appeared in survey
responses.

Coordination and Collaboration within the State
In an attempt to gauge intra-state planning coordination and goal alignment,
SHPOs were asked if they intentionally coordinated their State Plan with other state or
regional plans. As noted in the first chapter, Statewide Historic Preservation Plans exist
within a larger web of county, state, and regional plans regarding land use, preservation,
transportation, etc. The NPS also notes in their “Planning Tips” webpage that federal,
state, and local planning efforts should inform the State Plan and provide context for the
planning process.60 This guidance does not require that the different plans be
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“coordinated” with one another, but that they should be informed by one another’s goals;
the specific language of “coordination” in the survey question may have skewed answers,
so future researchers may want to carefully consider how they word questions about how
State Plans interact with other types of plans.
The majority of respondents (67 percent) reported that they do not coordinate
their State Plan with other state or regional plans or that they were unsure about whether
their plans were coordinated (Figure 24). No further explanation was offered by most
respondents. One respondent noted that though they do not currently do so due to lack of
capacity, they would like to coordinate with natural resources plans. The majority of
responses in every state category (region, land area, and population) reported not
coordinating with other plans; the sole outlier was states with land area between 25,000
and 50,000 square miles, in which 63 percent of respondents reported coordinating the
State Plan with other plans.
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Figure 24. A pie chart depicting survey respondents’ coordination of their State Plans with other
statewide and regional plans in their state.

Nationally, 28 percent reported that they do coordinate their plans in some way; 5
percent reported that they were currently working on coordinating their Plan with others..
Most explanations were fairly vague, such as, “Yes, to the extent that they are relevant.”
However, some respondents offered more detailed explanations. One noted that their
SHPO’s role as part of a larger state agency offered them more opportunities to consider
other agency plans as part of their State Planning process, as well as encourage their
partner agencies to consider the State Plan in their own planning processes. This
sentiment was shared among multiple other respondents, all of whom noted coordination
or goal sharing with their larger agency’s strategic plans and partner agencies’ plans. A
few respondents noted specific plans that they focus on, including comprehensive plans,
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disaster planning reports, state park and historic site plans, climate plans, and economic
forecasting plans. Partner engagement through goal alignment is not only important to
create shared goals on paper; it is also a method to encourage other agencies to actively
utilize the State Plan in their own work. Even if partner agencies do not call out their
activities as implementing the State Plan, goal alignment sets up activities in a way that
inherently implements the Plan’s objectives.

Vignette: Coordination with Other Preservation Plans in Oregon
Ian Johnson described how the Oregon SHPO has worked to get their preservation
partners to feel ownership over the State Plan and their role in implementing it.61 The
SHPO has a good working relationship with the Oregon Heritage Commission, a group
founded by the Oregon legislature, consisting of 9 members appointed by the governor
and 9 ex-officio members, whose work focuses on strengthening heritage through
resources, recognition, and funding. This relationship, along with their alignments in
heritage and preservation-based work, make it easy to intentionally coordinate the goals
and objectives of the State Plan and the Heritage Commission’s plan. The Heritage
Commission also runs many workshops, community programs, and conferences, so the
coordinated goals of both the State Plan and the Commission plan are consistently
presented to preservation partners and to the public. Johnson noted that this easy
coordination and alignment is not the case for many of the Oregon SHPO’s other partner
organizations and agencies, as their missions and interests can be, and often are,
fundamentally different from that of the SHPO.
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Vignette: Aligning with State Agencies in Minnesota
In Minnesota, interviews are the primary form of planning engagement with other
state agencies. For the most recent plan, the Minnesota SHPO contracted with the state’s
Management Analysis and Development (MAD) group, a public service consulting group
under the state’s Department of Management and Budget, to facilitate agency and partner
organization interviews, partially as a time management measure for the SHPO and
partially as a way to reinforce the notion that the State Plan was not only a SHPO plan.
One of the SHPO’s desires was for these interviews to continue building relationships
between agencies, and that when other agencies started their own planning processes,
they would consider the State Plan in their goals. Koop and Spong noted that much of
this depends on the existing inter-agency relationships; if another state agency does not
understand its relationship with the SHPO as going beyond regulatory responsibilities
(such as Section 106 requirements), they are unlikely to incorporate the Plan into their
own work.62 Though the Minnesota State Plan received NPS approval shortly before this
thesis was written, SHPO staff have already noted the impacts of their agency interviews.
For example, when the Minnesota Department of Transportation began their own
planning process, a representative reached out to the SHPO to meet and discuss their
goals and objectives. Though SHPOs are unlikely to reach alignment with other agencies
in every goal or objective, inter-agency awareness and communication can have longterm impacts on preservation outcomes throughout a state.
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Vignette: Coordination with Comprehensive Plans in Washington, D.C.
Washington, D.C.’s State Plan is closely coordinated with the D.C.
Comprehensive Plan. This is both a decision to save time and effort at the HPO as well as
ensure that planning and preservation issues are aligned throughout the district. By
aligning the State Planning cycle with the comprehensive planning cycle, the D.C. HPO
is able to tap into the public outreach and engagement activities of the comprehensive
planning process. This often involves the HPO setting up a station at comprehensive
planning meetings and to gather public comments, which, along with an online survey
and stakeholder interviews, inform their State Plan. Maloney stated, “Outreach and
engagement is not our staff’s strong suit, and we know it, so this fills a gap for us.”63
Coordination with the comprehensive plan also allows for State Plan goals to be crafted
alongside comprehensive planning goals and gives the HPO additional opportunities to
influence other district agencies, both through the comprehensive plan and through
increased interactions with peer agencies.

Conclusion
Discussion
Of course, though this thesis recommends best practices for SHPOs to most
effectively create and implement State Plans, there are factors outside SHPO staff control
that also affect a State Plan’s success. For example, Splain noted that the Pennsylvania
SHPO has strong internal and external support, which has enabled its team to hire
consultants and be creative in their planning process. Beyond financial support,
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governmental and public belief in the importance of the SHPO, the State Plan, and
historic preservation strengthens SHPO staff members’ morale and can make Plan
implementation easier. Successful SHPOs also tend to have access to non-financial forms
of assistance within their larger department or agency, for example, governmental
consultants, graphic design teams, and communications specialists. Similarly, SHPOs
that have staff with useful expertise and skills, such as dedicated project planning staff,
staff with years of State Planning experience, or staff with backgrounds in graphic design
or communications, are especially equipped to succeed in State Planning. Access to preexisting structures for public and partner outreach saves SHPOs time and effort. Finally,
external situations, such as the COVID-19 pandemic or natural disasters, create
unexpected barriers to State Plans, thwarting even well-planned SHPOs from their ideal
levels of outreach, analysis and implementation. These hypotheses of factors affecting
State Planning success, derived from survey and interviews, are not fully developed, and
merit further study by future researchers.
In addition to the hypothesized factors affecting SHPOs’ success, five conclusions
can be drawn based on analysis of the survey and interviews.
1. Challenges of State Planning are Universal
Regardless of state size, population, or region, nearly every SHPO has to deal
with limitations in staff capacity, funding, public engagement, and implementation,
though differing circumstances in each state can either mitigate or aggravate those
limitations. Staff burnout is also a major hindrance to the State Plan, limiting creative
problem-solving and contributing to doubt about the importance of the planning process.
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2. SHPOs Want More Assistance
Because of the above (and other) limitations, SHPOs want increased assistance, in
the form of funding, consultants, more staff members, communication with other SHPO
planners, and more information on best practices and innovative ideas.
3. Creative Planning is the Gateway to Success
Despite limitations and lack of assistance, states that see the State Plan as an area
for creativity are able to find success; their successes may be currently focused in one
element of the planning process, but their willingness to strategize and seek new solutions
enables them to push through failures and disappointments.
4. Small Actions Create Big Impacts
Even seemingly small or simple actions are able to make a large impact in
preservation outcomes. Johnson mentioned in his interview that he always brings copies
of the State Plan to public meetings, as people may grab a copy and read it during lulls in
the discussion. At a meeting regarding a controversial proposed historic district, a woman
who was vehemently against designation happened to skim through the State Plan.
Discovering an image of a building from her town, she continued to read the Plan; though
she still opposed the district’s designation, she took time at the meeting to publicly praise
the State Plan and the SHPO, explaining that she had not previously understood all the
work they did in the Oregon. An action as small as bringing the Plan to meetings can
make preservation opponents into preservation stakeholders, who may go on to
encourage adaptive reuse or preservation grants in their local communities.
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5. State Plans are a Uniquely Comprehensive Tool
The State Plan is the only instrument to take a statewide view of preservation, in
all its facets and to do so on a recurring basis, while making or reinforcing connections
between different local, state, and regional actors. State Plans are a means to introduce
new issues into the statewide discussion, gather broad public input on existing programs,
foster buy-in from elected officials and governmental partners, increase awareness of the
SHPOs’ work, provide a means of reflection on past work and guidance for future work,
and share success stories from communities across the state. These functions may be
sporadically present in other areas of the states’ preservation programs, but the State Plan
provides them all in one package. Though it takes significant time and effort to
effectively create and implement State Plans, their potential for positive influence on
preservation in a State is too great to ignore.

Recommendations
1. Experiment with Public Engagement
The “right fit” for public engagement strategies may be slightly different for each
state (and within each state) and may change over time. Creativity and flexibility in
public engagement strategies allow for SHPOs to find what works for communities in
their state. Do not be afraid to incorporate fun activities or silly competitions into your
outreach strategies! Celebrate the previous State Plan’s successes in your outreach to
make the Plan’s objectives more tangible for your audience. When possible, finding ways
to let others outside the SHPO take the lead, whether that be a consultant or local
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community members, can save both time and effort while reinforcing that the Plan is not
just meant to guide the SHPO.
2. Plan Ahead
Creating “mini plans” for engagement and implementation can make the larger
State Planning process go more smoothly, prevent delays in the Planning process, and
increase accountability for the Plan’s goals and objectives. Additionally, ongoing data
collection about public outreach and implementation activities can help with State Plan
creation; the more data that a SHPO has, the more it can easily incorporate into the next
State Plan.
3. Spread Out the Work
If possible, spread the work of creating (and implementing) the Plan across both
time and people. The Washington, D.C. HPO was able to be more analytical and
intentional with their State Plan once they gave themselves an additional year in the
planning cycle, while the Pennsylvania SHPO garnered better staff buy-in and less
burnout by involving every member of the office in the Plan’s creation.
4. Use Existing Expertise and Relationships
Take stock of the skills and expertise available to the SHPO in terms of staff,
consultants, and individuals or teams in related governmental departments. For instance,
a SHPO’s staff may not have the bandwidth to promote the Plan on social media, but the
communications team of the larger department that the SHPO is housed in (e.g. the
Department of Natural Resources, the Department of Community Affairs, etc.) may be
able to take up this task. Tap into existing relationships with outside organizations,
particularly for outreach and promotion. In Minnesota, the Environmental Review team
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led THPO engagement as those team members had existing relationships with THPOs
through Section 106 reviews. In Oregon, the SHPO’s relationship with the Heritage
Commission allows it to rely on the Commission to promote the Plan and its goals in
their community workshops.
5. Look for Efficiency Measures
Even small changes can make a big difference towards saving the SHPO time and
effort in the State Planning process. Consider changes to public engagement strategies,
such as moving some public meetings to digital town halls, or shifting efforts towards
promoting an online survey. If necessary, change the state’s planning cycle to allow for
more time between Plans and/or align the planning cycle with that of a partner
organization so the SHPO can share public outreach efforts. “Pre-setting” systems for
Plan creation and implementation such as reusable plan formats, reminders to log
accomplishments, and regular gathering of implementation data make the Plan more of a
routine effort.
6. Shout Your Accomplishments
In the following State Plan, annual reports, conferences, and on social media,
regularly celebrate projects that meet the Plan’s goals and objectives. This keeps the Plan
in the public eye, raising public confidence in the value of the Plan and the power of
preservation in your state. Furthermore, publicly celebrating accomplishments can serve
as a morale boost for SHPO staff, reminding them that the Plan is active and meaningful
for preservation in their state.
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7. Make the Plan Part of the SHPO’s “Daily Work”
Regular re-engagement with the Plan is necessary for effective implementation,
both within the SHPO and from partners. Incorporating the State Plan’s objectives into
SHPO staff work plans integrates the Plan into the “regular” work of the SHPO and
provides internal accountability. It is not enough to simply ask partners about their future
goals and plans once every five years and expect them to keep the SHPO abreast of new
developments. Establishing regular check-ins provides a means of tracking
implementation, external accountability, and opportunities to re-assess and refine specific
goals.
8. NPS Guidance/Assistance
NPS should take a lead role in providing additional guidance and assistance to
SHPOs. Many of the recommended goals and actions from Morrison’s 2014 report are
still relevant; NPS staff should re-engage with the report and seek to carry out its
recommended actions. Detailed guidance documents and information about innovative
planning practices should be prioritized on the NPS State Planning website, and the
reports that have been removed should be returned to the webpages as resources. The
NPS should also seek ways to facilitate inter-SHPO communication and information
sharing, whether that be through a State Planning listserv, regional gatherings, or simply
an online repository of State Plans and SHPO planning cycles. Whenever possible, the
NPS should seek to publicly promote the importance of the State Plan and help states
receive the funding and resources necessary to create and implement their Plans.
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Appendix A: Basic Statewide Historic Preservation Planning Process
The following overview of the State Planning process has been adapted from the
NPS webpage “Planning Tips for Developing a Statewide Historic Preservation Plan,”
and the author’s discussion with David Banks.
1. Evaluation of existing conditions:
a. Gather data on historic resources and studies of resources (historic context
statements, economic studies, etc.)
b. Identify gaps in knowledge and/or data
c. Analyze the previous State Plan’s achievements and challenges
2. Identify statewide values and desired future conditions:
a. Informed by analysis of available data and previous State Plans, develop a
public engagement strategy to use throughout the planning process
b. Maximize public outreach and response using public survey(s), meetings,
focus groups, interviews, etc.
3. Identify opportunities and constraints:
c. Analyze the data and feedback from the previous two steps
d. Review and analyze other plans/planning efforts that may inform the State
Plan
e. Analyze political, social, economic, technological, and cultural trends that
may influence preservation in the state
f. Give particular attention to:
i. Underrepresented communities and associated historic resources
ii. Disaster planning and preparedness
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iii. Technological advances
iv. Budget (SHPO budget and state budget)
v. Critical legal and/or policy issues
4. Develop priorities and strategies:
a. Create goals and objectives that address issues and opportunities identified
in the previous steps
b. Objectives should be both measurable and attainable within the timeframe
of the planning cycle
5. Set targets and implement the plan:
c. Establish targets for completing the State Plan’s objectives
d. Indicate which group(s) lead and which group(s) assist with each objective
e. Monitor progress and update the objectives as needed throughout the life
of the Plan
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Appendix B: General Outline of Statewide Historic Preservation Plans
The following is a generalized layout of elements commonly found in State Plans;
the precise order of items varies between Plans.
I. Front Matter: Foreword, Welcome Letter(s), Executive Summary, Table of
Contents
II. Introduction:
a. What is preservation? Who is the SHPO?
b. Purpose of the State Plan
III. Plan development and organization:
a. Explanation of the development process, including steering committees,
partners, consultants, etc.
b. Explanation and description of public outreach process, including a
synopsis of survey and/or public meeting feedback
c. Explanation of the planning cycle and lifespan of the State Plan
IV. Context and assessment of historic resources in the state
a. This context may be interwoven with larger summaries of state history
V. Analysis of impacts & programs:
a. Successes, impacts, and achievements from the previous State Plan
b. Challenges faced in implementation of the last State Plan
VI. Larger context of the state:
a. Analysis of opportunities, issues, and threats to preservation in the state
b. Consider and analyze social, political, economic, etc. trends that may
affect preservation in the state
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c. Consider topics such as underrepresented communities, climate change,
disaster preparedness, legal issues, etc.
VII. Vision, goals & objectives
a. Some states include success stories related to their goals and objectives in
this section
VIII. Implementation
a. Provide enough detail so partners and the public understand their roles and
the SHPO’s role
b. Some states also explain the planning cycle in this section
IX. Appendices
a. Survey questions and a summary of survey responses
b. Summary of partner/stakeholder interviews
c. Laws & regulations affecting preservation in the state
d. SHPO programs
e. Lists of partner organizations, tribes, CLGs, etc.
f. Lists of historic contexts, studies, and designated historic resources
g. Preservation resources (websites, organizations, reports, etc.)
X. Bibliography
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Appendix C: Survey Questions
The survey questions below were submitted by email to State Historic Preservation
Officers, Deputy State Historic Preservation Officers, and other SHPO staff members. Answers
from questions marked with a red asterisk (*) were removed from the response matrix (Appendix
D) to maintain respondents’ anonymity.

1. What is your first and last name?*
2. What state/territory do you work for? (Choose from a drop-down list) *
3. What is your job title?
4. What is your primary (and, if applicable, secondary) role(s) at the SHPO?
5. What (if any) previous roles/titles have you had within another SHPO?
6. Are you the primary manager and/or contact for preparing your statewide plan?
o

Yes

o

No

7. Have you worked on more than one statewide plan, either for your current SHPO or for
other SHPOs?
o

Yes

o

No

8. How many years have you been working on a SHPO’s statewide planning team? (Please
include time both at your current SHPO and any previous SHPOs you’ve worked for)
o

0-1

o

2-5

o

6-9

o

10 or more
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9. How many people from your SHPO work on the State Historic Preservation Plan?
o

1

o

2

o

3

o

4

o

5 or more

10. Do you have training and/or education in planning?
o

Yes, I have both training in planning and a planning education

o

Yes, I have training in planning, but no planning education

o

No, I have no training in planning or planning education

11. Do any members of your SHPO’s planning team have training and/or education in
planning?
o

No

o

Yes, but the majority of the team does not have planning training/education

o

Yes, and the majority of the team has planning training/education

o

Yes, the entire team has planning training/education

12. Does your office regularly hire consultants to help create and/or implement the plan? If
so, what is the consultant’s usual role?
13. Briefly, what does your planning process for developing a statewide plan entail? (Such
as: (1) analysis and evaluation of previous plan's success; (2) public outreach including
public survey, meetings, focus groups, etc.; (3) analysis and evaluation of information
gathered through public outreach)
14. Where is your state in the planning cycle right now? (e.g. just published a plan, drafting a
plan, etc.)
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15. What impediments/issues limit your office’s successful creation and implementation of
the State Plan? Please provide a short explanation/description.
16. Which of the impediments/issues that you identified above would you consider the most
important issues to overcome?
17. Has your office implemented strategies to address the impediments/issues you
mentioned? If so, what were they?
18. What, if any, have been the biggest disappointments for your office in regard to statewide
preservation planning? (things you tried that didn’t work as well as you’d hoped, e.g. a
hired consultant that didn’t work out, public participation strategy that had fewer
responses than expected, etc.)
19. What has your office’s biggest success been in regard to statewide preservation planning?
20. Are there any innovative practices that your state has employed for preservation
planning?
21. What, if any, are your office’s goals for future Statewide Historic Preservation Plans?
(such as increasing the number of respondents to the public survey and a better
geographic distribution across the state)
22. Overall, how useful do you think the State Plan is for guiding the SHPO, outside partners,
developers, etc. for preservation in your state? Why?
23. Does your state work with other SHPOs during the planning process? (consultation,
coordination, sharing tips & tricks, etc.)
o

Yes

o

No

24. If yes, what SHPO(s) do you work with and what does the relationship entail?
25. Would you like to have more communication and coordination with other SHPO
planners? Why?
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26. Are there other states that you look to as models for preservation planning?
o

Yes

o

No

27. If yes, what state(s)? What about their preservation planning is aspirational for your
SHPO?
28. Does your SHPO intentionally coordinate the statewide preservation plan with other
state/regional plans? If so, please briefly explain.
29. Would you be willing to participate in a follow up interview to further discuss your State
Historic Preservation Planning process? *
o

Yes

o

No

30. If yes, please provide your email address: *
31. Please select a (tentative) week for a follow up interview (exact date/time to be scheduled
separately): *
o

February 21 – February 25

o

February 28 – March 4

o

March 7 – March 11

o

March 14 – March 18

o

March 21 – March 25
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Appendix D: Survey Responses
Survey Questions 1-10
Job Title

Role at the SHPO

Previous roles at the SHPO

Are you the
State Plan
manager?

Experience
with other
State Plans

Size of
Planning
Team

Planning Background

Team’s Planning
Backgrounds

Consultants – Use and Role

No

Years on a
State
Planning
team
0-1

Interim Executive
Director (normally
Deputy Director)

when not Interim, I lead the NR and survey program and
oversee our archaeologists

Yes

State Historic
Preservation Officer

SHPO/Manager

not with other SHPOs, but with this SHPO
I've been National Register Assistant, Project
Review Coordinator, and Interim Executive
Director once before
Compliance Archaeologist

5 or more

No, I have no training in
planning or planning education

Yes, but the majority of the
team does not have planning
training/education

no

Yes

No

6-9

5 or more

No, I have no training in
planning or planning education

No, we did it in-house and will do so in our next
round.

none; came from private sector

Yes

Yes

6-9

1

Administrator of the SHPO office

I am also the Division Director for the
Division of Historical Resources (which
includes the SHPO office, Office of State
Archaeology, and Historical Research Office)
for our agency.

Yes

No

10 or more

5 or more

Yes, I have training in
planning, but no planning
education
Yes, I have both training in
planning and a planning
education

Yes, but the majority of the
team does not have planning
training/education
No

SHPO

SHPO

Deputy SHPO

Yes, but the majority of the
team does not have planning
training/education

Not in the past

Ethnographer

review and compliance of ethnographic work, i.e. TCP
studies, cultural landscape studies, historical context
studies; Section 106 and state law historic preservation
consultation

n/a

Yes

No

0-1

4

No, I have no training in
planning or planning education

Yes, but the majority of the
team does not have planning
training/education

In the past the plan was written by consultants
but this plan is in house

Deputy State Historic
Preservation Officer
and Tribal Liaison
Historian

Deputy SHPO

Staff Historian

Yes

Yes

10 or more

5 or more

No

No

Yes

Yes

6-9

5 or more

Yes, I have training in
planning, but no planning
education
Yes, I have both training in
planning and a planning
education

No

Director, Historical
Services
National Register of
Historic Places
Program Coordinator
State Historic
Preservation Officer
Director, Division of
Community Services

Deputy SHPO

not applicable

Yes

Yes

10 or more

1

No

NRHP Coordinator, survey & inventory coordinator

N/A

Yes

Yes

10 or more

1

No

N/A

Manage the SHPO program; budget, plan for, and report
on SHPO activities.
Managing the Register and Highway Marker programs,
and managing the three Regional Offices of the
Department Regional offices
Director of Operations at SHPO, lead Developer on the
2021-2026 State HP Plan

Historic Architecture Specialist for the SHPO

Yes

No

2-5

5 or more

No

No, we do it in house.

None

Yes

No

2-5

5 or more

Yes

Yes

2-5

5 or more

Preservation Planner

HP statewide 5 year plan, local historic districts, Historic
context development and special projects

Interned as Grad Student

Yes

Yes

10 or more

1

Yes, but the majority of the
team does not have planning
training/education
Yes, but the majority of the
team does not have planning
training/education
No

No

NR Reviewer, Tax Credit Reviewer, Grants
Manager

Community
Preservation
Coordinator
Assistant
Director/DSHPO

Community outreach/education/grant program
management

I started as a grants manager.

Yes

Yes

6-9

4

Grants, Administration

National Register Coordinator, Survey
Coordinator

Yes

Yes

10 or more

3

No, I have no training in
planning or planning education
Yes, I have training in
planning, but no planning
education
No, I have no training in
planning or planning education
Yes, I have training in
planning, but no planning
education
Yes, I have training in
planning, but no planning
education
Yes, I have training in
planning, but no planning
education
Yes, I have both training in
planning and a planning
education
No, I have no training in
planning or planning education

For the most recent version of the State Plan,
SHPO hired a consultant. The previous Public
Information Officer position (which had been
responsible for the plan in house) was eliminated
several years ago.
No

CLG Program and
Planning Coordinator

Updating the 5-year State Plan and administering CLG
Program

None

Yes

No

0-1

4

Assistant Director for
Financial Incentives,
Administration, and
Planning

Primary role is supervisor of financial incentives team
(grants and tax credits) with responsibility for the HPF
grant program and office budget; secondary role is state
CLG coordinator

NA

Yes

Yes

10 or more

5 or more

History Programs
Division Director

director

Historian

Yes

No

0-1

5 or more

Division Director,
SHPO

CLG/Grants Coordinator, Social Media, Planning,
Compliance Review
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Yes, I have training in
planning, but no planning
education
No, I have no training in
planning or planning education

No, I have no training in
planning or planning education

Yes, but the majority of the
team does not have planning
training/education
Yes, but the majority of the
team does not have planning
training/education
Yes, but the majority of the
team does not have planning
training/education
No

Yes, but the majority of the
team does not have planning
training/education

no, there are no funds available for that

No. Our SHPO works with our planning bureau
Yes, we hire a facilitator to conduct 5 public
workshop around the state and provide us with a
report on the findings
No
We hired our first consultant to assist with
Statewide Plan activities last year.
No
We prepare the statewide preservation plan
entirely in-house.

For our current planning, we have hired a
consultant to develop the plan.

Job Title

Role at the SHPO

Previous roles at the SHPO

Are you the
State Plan
manager?

Experience
with other
State Plans

Size of
Planning
Team

Planning Background

Team’s Planning
Backgrounds

Consultants – Use and Role

Yes

Years on a
State
Planning
team
6-9

Environmental Review
and Preservation
Planning Program
Manager
State Historic
Preservation Officer
(SHPO)
Director and Deputy
SHPO

Environmental review (Section 106) and the statewide
preservation plan

ER Historian, ER Specialist

Yes

4

Yes, I have training in
planning, but no planning
education

No

No, we don’t usually, but did this year due to
lack of staffing

Director - State Historic Preservation Office

None

No

Yes

6-9

4

No

N/A

Yes

No

2-5

5 or more

Yes, I have both training in
planning and a planning
education
Yes, I have training in
planning, but no planning
education

HP planning and program management

n/a

Yes

Yes

10 or more

5 or more

CLG Coordinator

CLG Coordinator, HPF Grants Manager, State Plan,
Centennial Farm & Ranch Program Coordinator

N/A

Yes

Yes

10 or more

2

Yes, I have both training in
planning and a planning
education
No, I have no training in
planning or planning education

Yes, but the majority of the
team does not have planning
training/education
Yes, but the majority of the
team does not have planning
training/education

Yes. The Consultant does most of the
composition, editing, graphics, and production of
the hardcopy state plan.
For our most recent new Plan, we hired a
consultant to help with engagement and
interviews, but the Plan was written by the whole
SHPO Team with a smaller Planning Team
leading the effort. Before this current Plan
rewrite, consultants were hired for outreach
sessions but mostly the previous couple Plans
were written by the Deputy SHPO with other
SHPO staff contributions.
No; we used a consultant once and concluded it
was best done in-house.

Deputy SHPO

State Historic
Preservation Officer

Education & Special
Initiatives Coordinator

Manage external communications (blog, newsletters, etc.)
and reporting

None

Yes

No

6-9

5 or more

Yes, I have training in
planning, but no planning
education

Yes, and the majority of the
team has planning
training/education

Deputy State Historic
Preservation Officer
Deputy State Historic
Preservation Officer

Director of the office

lead Section 106 reviewer, CLG Coordinator,
DSHPO for Resource Protection
I have not worked within another SHPO

No

Yes

10 or more

3

No

No

Yes

10 or more

3

No, I have no training in
planning or planning education
No, I have no training in
planning or planning education

CLG Coordinator &
Historic Preservation
Specialist

Manage the Certified Local Government program,
organize the annual Statewide Preservation Conference,
help prepare the Statewide Preservation Plan

Survey & National Register Coordinator at
another SHPO

Yes

Yes

10 or more

5 or more

No, I have no training in
planning or planning education

Yes, but the majority of the
team does not have planning
training/education

Historic Preservation
Officer, Assistant
Director, Historian,
Secretary General
Director

Historic Preservation Officer, Assistant Director,
Historian, Secretary General

Historic Preservation Officer

Yes

Yes

10 or more

5 or more

No, I have no training in
planning or planning education

No

1. Overseeing and management of the Bureau in
implementing law, particularly section 106. 2) Aligning
efforts of SHPO with other policies and priorities for
protection, preservation, and promotion of indigenous
culture; 3) Develop partnerships in the protection,
preservation, and promotion of indigenous culture

None

Yes

No

0-1

2

No, I have no training in
planning or planning education

No

Deputy State Historic
Preservation Officer
Associate Deputy State
Historic Preservation
Officer

Program Management

Archaeologist, Review & Compliance
Manager
N/A

Yes

Yes

2-5

5 or more

No

Yes

Yes

2-5

5 or more

No, I have no training in
planning or planning education
No, I have no training in
planning or planning education

Yes. The last plan that was developed hired a
consultant to update the plan. Please note that
prior to my time as the director, I am not fully
aware of what the consultant's role is but I
imagine that the consultant's role included
updating the plan by, 1) facilitating consultation
with stakeholders, staff, and wider community, 2)
reviewing the appropriate laws and plans to align
to the plan, 3) report back to management on
findings, etc.
Yes, strategic planning and plan drafting

No

No.

I oversee the administration of historic preservation
programs in the SHPO

Manage programs authorized under the National Historic
Preservation Act, and associated state programs
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Yes, but the majority of the
team does not have planning
training/education

No

We have not in the past but have considered
doing so in the future
Prior to 2018 (our current plan), SHPO did all
statewide planning work in-house. With 2018
plan, we had hired one consultant to assist with
outreach and later a planning consultant to assist
with issue/goal/objectives development.
We hired a consultant once to be facilitator of our
public meetings.
The SHPO has hired a planning consultant to
assist us in updating the current preservation
plan. The consultant is developing and
administering an online survey, hosting and
facilitating stakeholder meetings and public
meetings, and preparing a draft report of the
findings from the public outreach including draft
vision and goals and objectives.
The Plan we just prepared that covers 2022-2032,
was done essentially in-house by SHPO staff,
with very limited assistance from partner State
agency staff. All previous Plans utilized
professional consultants.
Consultants have been hired in the past to write
the plan. Currently, our office has capacity to
write its own plan.

Job Title

Role at the SHPO

Previous roles at the SHPO

Are you the
State Plan
manager?

Experience
with other
State Plans

Size of
Planning
Team

Planning Background

Team’s Planning
Backgrounds

Consultants – Use and Role

Yes

Years on a
State
Planning
team
10 or more

Deputy SHPO

Deputy Director

State Historical Architect

Yes

5 or more

No, I have no training in
planning or planning education

Yes, but the majority of the
team does not have planning
training/education

Yes

Yes

10 or more

5 or more

No

Yes

Yes

6-9

2

No

No

2-5

5 or more

Yes

Yes

2-5

3

Yes, and the majority of the
team has planning
training/education
No

No

Architectural Survey Coordinator; Historical
Marker Coordinator; Cemetery Program
Coordinator; Section 106 Architectural
Reviewer; Register of Landmarks and
Heritage Coordinator
n/a

No, I have no training in
planning or planning education
Yes, I have both training in
planning and a planning
education
Yes, I have training in
planning, but no planning
education
No, I have no training in
planning or planning education

If funding allows, we have done so in the past.
The consultant was responsible for conducting
outreach, hosting stakeholder meetings, drafting
strategies, gathering feedback, and ultimately
producing the plan and executive summary.
We hired a consultant to help us with the public
survey component
no

Deputy SHPO

administrative

Chief, Office of
Planning, Education
and Outreach
Chief Archaeologist

Division chief, lead on state/local planning

Same SHPO, but was also Survey
Coordinator, then 106 Reviewer
n/a

Deputy State Historic
Preservation Officer

Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer / Historic
Preservation Division Manager

Fiscal Analyst/Grants
Manager

Fiscal Analyst/Grants Manager

No

No

0-1

5 or more

No, I have no training in
planning or planning education

I am not sure.

Outreach Historian (2016-2018),
Architectural Historian (2000-2016)

No

Yes

10 or more

5 or more

State Historic Preservation Plan 2023--2028

Yes

Yes

2-5

1

Director and State
Historic Preservation
Officer

Historical Society director and SHPO

No

No

2-5

5 or more

Yes, I have both training in
planning and a planning
education
Yes, I have both training in
planning and a planning
education
Yes, I have training in
planning, but no planning
education

Yes, and the majority of the
team has planning
training/education
Yes, but the majority of the
team does not have planning
training/education
No

SHPO Director/Deputy
SHPO

SHPO director - I run the office

Planner

Yes, and the majority of the
team has planning
training/education

no

State Historic
Preservation Officer

Agency Director

n/a

Yes

No

6-9

2

No

yes - Planners

Division Manager and
Deputy State Historic
Preservation Officer

Division Manager of the State Historic Preservation
Office. Oversee National Register, Regulatory, Certified
Local Government and Historic Tax Credit programs for
the state

None

Yes

No

0-1

5 or more

Yes, I have training in
planning, but no planning
education
Yes, I have both training in
planning and a planning
education

Yes, but the majority of the
team does not have planning
training/education

We are working on hiring our first planning
consultant to help facilitate and develop our
statewide plan

Main Street State
Coordinator

Was made project manager for statewide plan consultant
team.

Only worked for this SHPO, however, I
previously served as a regulatory
architectural reviewer and as an outreach
coordinator for Historical Commissions in
this state. In 2010, I helped our agency
planner facilitate public meetings for the
Statewide Historic Preservation Plan process.

Yes

Yes

10 or more

5 or more

Yes, I have training in
planning, but no planning
education

Yes, but the majority of the
team does not have planning
training/education

2010-2020, planning and updates performed in
house by agency planner or staffer with planning
back ground. 2021 we hired a third party
consulting team; we no longer have an agency
planner and the contract includes disaster
publication components funded by NPS disaster
grant money, work that required a higher level of
disaster-related expertise. I was not involved in
statewide planning efforts prior to 2010.

Review and Compliance, database management
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No

No

no
No

Survey Questions 11-17
Planning Process

Current Place in the
Planning Cycle

Impediments to Planning

Most Important
Impediments

Strategies to Address Impediments

Disappointments in Planning

Successes in Planning

1-3 staffing as you stated in the question, then (4) draft
plan (5) public review (6) finalize plan

just published a plan in 2021

Staffing

not as of yet

public participation did not get the type and
variety of responses that we hoped for

our constituents appear to agree with the paths and goals
that we've outlined

Yes, we started with a review of the previous plan and
identified those challenges that were identified and then
analyzed our data to respond to those
challenges/successes. We conducted several public
outreach avenues to solicit input including two groups to
discuss the previous and also the future plans (this group
was a cross-section of the
Cultural/Preservation/Lawmaker/Non-Profit worlds).
We created a questionnaire that was submitted digitally
to over 2000 individuals via email.
(1) analysis and evaluation of previous plan's success;
(2) public outreach including public survey, meetings,
focus groups, etc.; (3) analysis and evaluation of
information gathered through public outreach)

Current plan is nearing end,
so we are starting the efforts
for the next version.

Staffing. We have planned to pivot in a
number of programs, but staff are very busy
with their current responsibilities and carving
out time to change or add new is very
difficult
No major impediments. But we did have
trouble having meaningful engagement with
the general public on the questionnaire and
planning process, and of course the other was
the bandwidth of internal staff to generate the
plan but also wrangle all the meetings.

Public engagement

Since the previous plan we have
dedicated a significant amount of
time to raising awareness of our
office and its role, this will hopefully
help facilitate better engagement.

See above, just less public participation than
we wanted.

The working groups were successful to get broad ranging
voices into one room and share thoughts.

drafting a plan on extension

staff capacity; public interest and
engagement possibilities

public interest and
engagement possibilities;
staff capacity

virtual meetings

public engagement and participation in the
goals; there is limited ownership that these
goals are for everyone yet it takes a big part of
the drafting process to engage others. It is
difficult to make a plan for others when they
have no reason to participate and SHPO is
accountable

All of the above

nearing end of our current 10
year cycle (2023)

Staff capacity (number of
hands and heads)

No -- funding is limited to use to hire
a consultant.

Can't think of a disappointment; the last time it
worked rather well.

(1) analysis and evaluation of previous plan's success
and reconsideration of the goals and strategies
previously proposed; (2) public outreach including
public survey, meetings, focus groups, executive
interviews with CRM professionals and other
stakeholders etc.; (3) analysis and evaluation of
information gathered through public outreach

drafting a plan, engaging in
public meetings/focus
groups/executive interviews
with key stakeholders

staff capacity -- we all have other primary
jobs and duties, and the State Plan is a big
project that takes time, public interaction,
and high levels of staff engagement.
Financial constraints mean that we have
limited personnel who can devote substantial
time to the plan. I currently am the lead for
the plan but I must also attend to other
review and compliance duties and also help
assist the burial sites specialists. Other staff
are supportive but have even more limited
time to help develop the plan

the plan is presented to legislators and the public,
allowing them to understand what we do and why...and
why it matters and what is mandated by federal and state
laws. The plan also enables us to show we see challenges
but work to address them so that preservation is not
always the opponent of development and housing. It has
been most helpful in the education of new administrations
and leadership.
Public official interaction and practical goals that we were
able to accomplish

The biggest constraint is
limited staff

We are still developing the plan so I
am not able to answer this question
at this time

The number of individuals who are showing up to
participate in the public meetings

Basically what you said in the prompt--we analyze the
current plan, do public outreach, and then analyze the
information received from the public to consider
changes to the plan

Will begin public outreach on
our next plan in mid-2022

Public involvement, or
lack thereof.

Analysis of previous plan; public outreach; public
survey/meetings; analysis of information;

We have a draft into NPS for
their review.

Very little public response--folks just aren't
interested, even within the preservation
community. Also SHPO staff are so busy
with other work (mostly 106 reviews) that
they don't have the capacity to take on
significant work on the state plan.
Limited planners with preservation
knowledge in our state or limited
preservationists with planning knowledge in
our state

We haven't yet done so, but plan to
for our outreach later this year. Will
focus on online opportunities to
provide input. Will also better use
social media to reach out to people
beyond the preservation community.
Education during the state plan
development process

We first tried to secure funding from NPS for
a contractor to do the plan, but NPS did not
approve the grant proposal. We also have a
number of individuals who are unhappy with
the legal framework pertaining to burial sites
so some of the public testimony gets quite
heated and highly critical of our office.
However, their concerns are not necessarily
issues that our office can control as we are a
regulatory agency and many of their concerns
could only be addressed by the legislature.
Doing a half dozen public meetings for our last
plan, in all parts of the state, and having only
50 people total show up to them (not each, but
for all of them).

Emphasizing the importance that preservation has in
planning. Responses represented all but one county

We started by evaluating progress on the previous plan.
Then we gathered public input through an online survey.
Next we compiled research on demographics and other
state planning documents, as well as statistics on the
preservation programs. After analysis of all three, the
goals and strategies were developed.

Our plan is current through
2026.

Limited resources (staff, funding) to
coordinate and provide resources to
implement goals and strategies. Responding
to quickly changing environments can mean
unforeseen challenges and opportunities that
were not anticipated during the planning
process.

Lack of staff to coordinate
and focus on
implementation.

Covid has severely impacted public input for
this year's planning process. Consultant hired
was not as skilled in preservation planning as
we had hoped and it required more handholding. Fewer responses to survey (although
more than last time) as expected.
The tremendous amount of effort that goes
into developing a plan, and the difficulty
seeing tangible benefits from its publication. I
observed during a previous planning process
that other organizations would contribute
suggestions for goals/strategies, which become
part of the plan, but with a lack of follow up,
little or no progress was made to implement.
Also, the issues don't seem to change
much...lack of funding, lack of broader public
support, lack of skilled tradespeople to make
repairs.
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Understanding the need
for preservation planning.

No.

One-on-one interviews with members of the preservation
community--although we realize that we still need to get
outside of the preservation community more.

I think the public participation through the online
survey...we had far more responses than anticipated.

Planning Process

Current Place in the
Planning Cycle

Impediments to Planning

Most Important
Impediments

Strategies to Address Impediments

Disappointments in Planning

Successes in Planning

Public survey was part of previous planning efforts, but
was dropped for the last update (2019) because of
expense. There were focused surveys on State Agencies
and Tribal Preservation Offices. A couple of public
meetings were held. Process did not involve in
retrospective evaluation of previous achievements.

We are in the middle of the
cycle and ready to begin the
process for completion in
2024.

Unless the plan is
considered a vital aspect
of office programming, it
will remain a [required]
afterthought.

I'm trying to arouse greater interest
in the plan among leadership.

The plan ends up being a set of broadly stated
platitudes in which we can fit any activity we
happen to do in a day, whether or not our
efforts are focused on a coherent project.

About 15 years ago we successfully integrated the plan
goals into our state preservation grant program. Then the
grant program died in the Great Recession. The plan has
not been a reference in our work since.

All three of your points but we also pay attention to the
national dialogue on preservation's direction. Few of
those surveyed identified diversity or climate related
issues as important, which are undeniably important
things for preservation to embrace as we seek to remain
relevant and progressive. Our plan will reflect the public
will, but as a leader in preservation, SHPO believes it's
important to introduce new issues to the statewide
discussion. Pursuing diversity is a fairness issue, makes
preservationists' work interesting, and helps in grant
applications. Preservation's link to less carbon-intensive
building projects is a new lever preservationists can use
in convincing those who don't otherwise care about
preservation for the sake of history and aesthetics.
All of the above

Our survey is complete and
we're writing a draft plan.

If successful is defined as getting NPS
approval, then we were successful. The chief
impediment for a quality product was lack of
budget for any consulting assistance and lack
of staff resources (one person task). The
chief impediment is the psychological barrier
that the plan is basically a pointless task that
has little impact on daily work and is not
particularly worth doing well.
We are in a large state, and it's hard to reach
all corners for person-to-person outreach.
COVID removed most events and
opportunities our outreach effort would have
capitalized on.

The size of our state is an
enduring challenge in
reaching many people in
person.

Online surveys have been a huge
benefit. We tapped into various
social media accounts and used
direct emails. We supplemented the
survey with in-depth interviews with
people whose informed, detailed
opinions and ideas we believe are
necessary.

We could have crafted some of the questions
better. The predominant answer to our
question about preservation issues was "not
enough money for preservation." This is an
issue, but it's like observing that water is wet.
More nuanced and varied answers would have
been welcome.

We're making the plan's introduction more of a call to
action than a pro-forma introduction to preservation that
was recycled with each plan in years past. If people only
read one part of the plan, they might read the
introduction, which we hope will grab them. Also,
identifying topics and initiatives SHPO can pursue and
help and encourage others to pursue

Just submitted our six-year
plan to the NPS

No impediments--good planning avoided
delays and limitations

N/A

N/A

Public participation in the Plan was very successful.

All of the above including an evaluation of SHPO
inventory and historic sites system/ planning for historic
sites outside of the state historic site system

Just published in Dec 2021.
We do one every 5 years.
COVID threw us off a bit.

We have to push very hard to get survey
responses that are encompassing the entire
state, which has vastly different resources
and interested groups/ stakeholders

Working without network of
colleague groups to help push data
collection. We additionally paid for
general population surveys.

Yes to all the above. We have 5 public meetings, 1
stakeholders meeting, a survey

Last plan was published in
2021 runs to 2025. Usually
start the planning meetings
and survey a year before plan
is due so 2024
Published in summer 2021

Difficulty in reach local planners due to
email restrictions, unable to print and mail
hard copies, hard to publicize the plan

We overcome obstacles,
but the issue is
determining a place to
stop with data collection
to move into the writing
phase. Our state is huge.
Directing regular non
preservation people to the
plan online

Lack of opportunities for more engagement
from all employees of the SHPO to help shape
the Plan
Previous plans sat on shelves; previous
generations saw the plan as a piece of
compliance with the NPS.

No

On line survey with fewer response, low
turnout at planning meeting in remote
communities

When we published we received feedback from planners
and people outside the state that praised its conciseness,
usefulness and look

We have a small staff and many of us
manage more than one program, so planning
tends to take a backseat to our other
regulatory or more time sensitive duties. In
addition to being short staffed, we don't have
much money in our budget for creating nice
handouts or programs to help promote the
plan nor do much implementation.

Lack of staff solely
devoted to preservation
planning

No

In the last two statewide plans we've featured success
stories that were written by the people who did the work
(not SHPO staff). We often hear from people that they
would like to see success stories and be connected to
folks who have had and succeeded at overcoming some
type of challenge. Helping communities make these
connections has been a really positive outcome.

Just published our plan for
2021-2026.

COVID-19. Time - we are a small office.
Having to do this every 5 years is a strain.
Budget - we spent just shy of $30,000 for a
consultant, printing and postage and did the
publication in-house. Implementation
beyond the SHPO office is out of our control.

Would like to revise the
plan every 10 years if
possible.

No.

Our public outreach strategy for the last plan
was going to be robust (in person listening
sessions in 3 geographically and
socioeconomically diverse areas) which was
planned for spring 2020, but COVID derailed
those plans and we switched to a virtual
platform. We may have reached a few new
constituents in that way, but it certainly wasn't
as diverse or equitable as we had hoped.
Lack of public interest, despite advertising,
poor response to survey.

Our plan is due this coming
autumn; I am drafting a plan

Public burnout with survey requests from
every hairdresser and shoe store effectively
suppresses response rate. We are taking it on
the road for public meetings. We have both a
growing preservation-minded ethic and a
growing landowner rights movement in our
state.

Survey response rate and
training CLG staff for
effective public meetings
in a confrontational
atmosphere.

Teaching our CLG staff and
planning community "people skills"
and empathy for diverse opinions.
Teaching review boards kindness
and respect for applicants.

Survey response rate and diminished public
profile of our agency over time. I am riding
herd on CLG grant projects with some
prevalent disappointment in consultant
performance. We are training CLG staff in
project management.

There is a great synergy between the Main Street Program
and the CLG Program, resulting in visible, obvious
improvements in resource integrity and economic vitality
over time.

Online questionnaire, focus groups, analysis of previous
successes & input from public, research into current
trends

(1) analysis and evaluation of previous plan's success;
(2) public outreach including public survey, and remote
meetings.; (3) analysis and evaluation of information
gathered through public outreach (4) circulation of draft
plan to stake holders (5) review and approval of plan by
the members of the state Historic Preservation
Commission/Review Board.
We begin with statewide surveys, one for general public
and second for preservation professionals, along with
public meetings. A majority of questions on public
survey informed the last plan, so we can track
trends/changes in public sentiment in past 5 years. Based
on resource types most valued, we run GIS overlay of
resource type frequency against rates of real estate
build-out and economic redevelopment to find most
endangered loci to focus future work.
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The previous plan identified Traditional Trades as a major
concern among citizens of our state. SHPO was able to
launch training development with local partners in
workforce development of the traditional trades.

Getting it done during Covid-19!

Planning Process

Current Place in the
Planning Cycle

Impediments to Planning

Most Important
Impediments

Strategies to Address Impediments

Disappointments in Planning

Successes in Planning

(1) analysis and evaluation of previous plan's success;
(2) consideration of emerging issues as well as new
threats and opportunities, etc.; (3) development and
promotion of an online survey; (4) significant ongoing
efforts throughout the survey period to monitor the
number and geographic distribution of survey responses
and conduct targeted promotion in under-represented
counties; (5) quantification and analysis of survey
results; (6) draft new goal, objective, and strategy
statements; (7) deliver presentation on survey results and
new draft of plan to a statewide advisory committee; (8)
finalize the new plan.

Just published a new plan in
2020, with minor edits in
2021.

Development of a plan normally takes 2
years. This represents a significant
additional workload on top of normal duties
during the development period. Once the
plan is completed/submitted/approved, the
return of focus to normal day-to-day duties
tends to steal energy from efforts to promote
and implement the plan.

No, but we are working to develop
appropriate strategies right now.

Sometimes it seems like the National Park
Service has looked for certain things in our
plans that they didn't tell us about at the
beginning of the plan development process.
More thorough and detailed guidance would
be helpful early in the process.

According to NPS staff, our online public input survey set
the national record for the number of stakeholder
participants. We set the record again with the public
input survey for our next plan.

1) analysis of current planning and disaster response
efforts; 2) public outreach through online and digital
forums; 3) analysis of gathered information; 4)
development of statewide plan and disaster response
documents
Updating of previous, Public survey, analysis, drafting,
multiple reviews

public outreach

We foresee successful implementation of the
plan, though cost and resource limitations
and legislative restrictions may hamper some
efforts

We have designed a good
plan development
process. However, the
lengthy plan development
period is mentally
exhausting, yet the work
needs to continue almost
immediately in terms of
promoting and
implementing the plan.
Continuing the
momentum through the
promotion and
implementation phase
tends to be the biggest
challenge for our state.
Lack of resources

It's early in the planning process for
us, so I can't answer this question as
this time.

Our planning process is going well, though our
agency's Commissioners have recently
expressed a hope in increasing the amount of
public participation.

The agency develops its own plan based partly on the
statewide historic preservation plan, and that helps to
guide agency activities over the next decade, and has
successfully done so in the past.

Just received the final plan
draft, but already accepted by
the NPS

Lack of time to truly update. Often just an
update of the last one

Lack of time

No

Public survey could always be better. We
usually only get approx. 400 responses. Using
a consultant has paid off

Can’t think of one

We start with a review of our current plan and analysis
of our current and forecasted operating environment in
the state. We then conduct public outreach, primarily
through meetings, a statewide survey, and social media.
This feedback is subsequently incorporated into our final
plan.

We have recently published
our 2021 to 2025 Five Year
Statewide Preservation Plan.

Spending time to
periodically review the
plan and how your SHPO
is producing results
congruent with your
strategic direction.

Scheduling periodic reviews.

Trying to increase revenue for historic
preservation activities.

Public education and outreach.

All of the items stated and meeting or exceeding the
NPS planning requirements.

Just received approval by the
NPS. New statewide Plan is
in effect 2022-2032. Final
layout and communications
plan wrapping up in
February.

In terms of creation, we do have cost
constraints for consultant services, which
results in our office providing a lot of the
content/verbiage for the plan, as well as data,
graphs, and charts, to the consultant for
incorporation into the final product. As for
implementation, any strategic plan is a
living, breathing document, and unless we
refer to it periodically at scheduled intervals,
it can easily just end up on a shelf forgotten.
Our program requirements fortunately align
with many of the goals and objectives of our
current, recently completely plan, therefore
our daily work activities tend to align nicely
with the plan by default.
Balancing the extra internal work while
keeping our general responsibilities with
specific HP program areas. Had big
engagement plans but didn't get to fully
complete them-will focus on engaging new
and existing partners in next five years of
Plan. COVID-19 and civil unrest impacted
our engagement, especially with the Tribes
and COVID-19. Financial resources needed
to be used wisely.

Staffing capacity and
doing much of the work
in a remote setting.

We haven't yet done a full debrief of
what worked and what didn't. Have
started with our SHPO Team but
need to document for next time and
as we begin implementing and
prioritizing the Plan goals.

Answers may differ depending on who is
answering this question within SHPO. We had
big expectations for our State agency
consulting partners with our engagement plan.
In the end SHPO staff ended up doing/redoing
much of the analysis of the data and
identifying the themes to guide the Plan.

The whole SHPO Team really put in the time and effort
despite being overwhelmed much of the time. This was a
three-year effort and we received three extensions for
several reasons. Finally have a great product and Plan
was a big success. I was proud of the work that was
accomplished. Our engagement plan with THPO's was
comprehensive and important work.
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Planning Process

Current Place in the
Planning Cycle

Impediments to Planning

Most Important
Impediments

Strategies to Address Impediments

Disappointments in Planning

Successes in Planning

Your model almost exactly--1, 2, and 3 in that order,
though stakeholder outreach is very important and
continues throughout the process. Government partners,
statewide and community non-profits, and other group
representatives are key to identifying issues that should
be addressed in the plan and opportunities for
collaboration or coordination. We try to acknowledge
and identify how their work helps us advance
preservation, so that the plan doesn't become just a
program plan for the SHPO office.

Just finished a plan, awaiting
NPS approval

Finding the time to do it, given competing
priorities; doing a lot of public engagement,
which is not the main focus of our program;
motivating staff to do public engagement (for
most, it's not their expertise or interest);
pushing it through when there's no hard
deadline

Creating a structure that
makes it a manageable
task

We used a sequence of short plans to
develop an updatable format that
didn't require starting from scratch;
each plan improved on the previous
one, and there were huge benefits in
efficiency (updating any document is
easier than starting over). Also the
most recent one put into practice a
simple schedule we developed for a
5-year plan (first year is develop the
plan, 3 intervening years, and the last
year for evaluation in prep for the
next one).
We also refined our schedule to align
with the state's comp planning cycle
(it helps enormously to plug into its
pre-planned public outreach, and
encourages planning coordination).
States that have a comp planning
function could consider the same.

It was the hired consultant who had good
creds, but not a real feel for the state or its
program; we ended up rewriting most of it.

Our big glossy format with lots of pictures and an
engaging presentation was a big hit, even though it was
way too long. But we've managed to slim it down in
subsequent refinements. So that caught public attention.
The other big success is creating a replicable format,
which allowed us to refine and learn how to improve it;
and also it set a firm schedule with enough
planning/writing/engagement/analyzing/rewriting/vetting/
approval time in it--it takes at least a year.

Our process is exactly as described in the example above

Just published a plan in 2020
that will be good through
2024

That is our only major
issue.

We've attempted many different
ways of increasing participation with
no luck

The lack of public participation has been very
disheartening every time.

For this current cycle it has been the number of
accomplishments so far.

Our most recent planning process relied heavily on
public and partner outreach and then analysis and
evaluation of the information gathered combined with
subject matter research to fully understand issues and
their context.

Our current plan is sunsetting
next year so we've started
planning for the update/next
iteration.

Lack of public participation. We have
historically had poor input from the public
regardless of our attempts. In-person
meetings, online surveys, translating surveys
into different languages, and in-person
bilingual meetings have all been ineffective.
Funding and staff capacity are both
challenges, although they have improved by
tackling the planning process differently.
Ideally, SHPOs would have ample funds to
hire outside planning professionals to assist
with the outreach process and plan
development and help reinforce that the
statewide plan isn't the SHPO's work plan
but a plan for everyone working to preserve
historic places. This would also help address
the issue of staff capacity to accommodate
the many tasks involved in developing and
publishing a plan while also managing their
programs and constituent needs.

Funding.

Being able to keep our planning partners
(other state agencies, non-profits, etc.)
engaged throughout the whole process. After
the plan is published, our challenge has been
and still is also implementation.

We created a strong foundation document that we can use
and build on and that is easily consumable for (most)
everyone.

review and evaluate success of previous plan, update of
cultural resources identified within the last five years,
public meetings and questionnaire to evaluate current
priorities
Analysis and evaluation of previous plan's success;
public outreach including public online survey, and
stakeholder and public meetings; analysis and evaluation
of information gathered through public outreach

mid plan cycle

limited public participation in public
meetings

getting our constituents
involved

Yes. We've been successful at
securing additional funding from
state funds to hire outside
professional assistance, which helps
enlist partners, promotes
impartiality, and manages staff
capacity. We also redesigned how
the process is managed internally.
One position is given the
responsibility of managing the dayto-day process and overseeing the
effort as a whole. Staff are then
enlisted to help with different
components of the plan - outreach,
partners, analysis, publication based on their expertise and interests.
different approaches to public
meetings

lack of ownership by the HP community; often
considered the SHPO plan

increased interaction with individuals across the state

drafting the plan

Limited staff resources/availability

Limited staff availability
limits the time staff can
spend on the plan,
especially in light of
required emergency
response to natural
disasters

We hired a planning consultant to
assist us in updating the plan.

Public meetings had fewer participants than
we had hoped for - especially in light of the
meetings being held virtually; less engagement
from prior partners in planning

The state established a state historic rehabilitation tax
credit program
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Planning Process

Current Place in the
Planning Cycle

Impediments to Planning

Most Important
Impediments

Strategies to Address Impediments

Disappointments in Planning

Successes in Planning

1)Assess past and current conditions that affect and are
projected to affect historic preservation efforts; 2)
Review demographics/population changes and impacts
on preservation; 3) Develop public survey and determine
engagement strategy; 4) Analyze public engagement
comments to develop themes; 5) Assess state's historic
resource data; 6) Measure accomplishments from 20122021 Plan; 7) Develop Goals, Objectives, Actions in
response to themes that were created

Just finished our Plan;
making final minor edits.

Lack of staff time.

Not officially, but we have discussed
hiring a consultant for the next Plan.

We had started to make very good progress in
our consultations with THPOs and other Tribal
organizations, but those efforts were cut short
due to COVID. In addition, some tasks related
to our public engagement efforts that we
assumed were going to be handled by a sister
State agency, were not completed and had to
be dealt with by the SHPO.

Writing the Plan in-house, with the bulk of the document
by two staff.

Our Plan will be informed through smaller regional
plans. The plan incorporates those priorities as a general
guidance.

Drafting a plan.

Because our new Plan is done, I could
answer that there were no
impediments/issues, but that doesn't tell the
full story. By design, our Plan involved
participation from all 13 SHPO staff. A core
team of four kept the machine moving, and
two people ended up being the primary
authors and editors. Numerous times it was
difficult to get staff to complete writing
assignments or other tasks, usually due to
lack of time. We were asking our colleagues
to carve out time to work on the Plan on top
of their regular day-to-day responsibilities,
which can be challenging. We had a small
budget, which limited our ability to attend
and participate in certain public engagement
events, and prevented us from purchasing
even inexpensive items. Then there was
COVID.
Priorities can differ among the five offices.
It's challenging to use NPS funding in the
ways that are meaningful to our office. Too
many processes to actually expend the funds.

We continue to work on our request
to justify the pay changes to make a
case for the fund usage in salaries.

Limited continuity of historic preservation
planning in relation to state leadership; the
policies tend to change with the leadership.

State coordination and collaboration with the office has
worked nicely. Each office has taken the lead on their
local projects.

Yes, similar to my previous comment

We haven't started

To properly implement
our historic preservation
program, we have needs
that need to be met but are
limited by the activities
identified by the program
areas. We would like to
pay staff properly but this
does not match the goals
of NPS.
The first one I mentioned

Not yet. We still have yet to start the
implementation of updating the plan.

I have not encountered any thus far.

We had a plan that expired in Dec. 2021 so I would say
that we have a basis and that's always a good thing.

(1) analysis and evaluation of previous plan's success;
(2) public outreach including public survey, meetings,
focus groups, etc.; (3) analysis and evaluation of
information gathered through public outreach; (4) follow
up public outreach during the life of the plan.

Drafting a plan

Both.

Hiring consultants to reduce staff
load.

Limited in person public outreach and partner
meetings due to pandemic.

Aggressive use video conferencing to have partner
collaboration on plan development with our State Historic
Preservation Plan Advisory Committee and other
preservation partnerships. Also having a plenary session
at our state conference for public input on the plan.

Yes, the three steps you outline above. These are
required in the Historic Preservation Fund Manual, as
described in Chapter 6, section G. Our state plan
describes our previous efforts in detail

Drafting a new plan, due in
October 2023. Public
outreach will start later this
year.

Competing priorities.

Public involvement tends to be relatively low.

We have been able to leverage our plan as an active
planning tool, well integrated into our annual planning
efforts.

Re-examining previous plan goals and assessing
progress made towards them; creating outreach
strategies and ensuring a diverse and representative
audience is included in developing new strategies and
goals (or enhancing / continuing previous strategies);
ensuring adequate participation using a number of
methods both in person and virtually; convening focus
groups to hone in on specific issues or topics; creating
iterative drafts to be distributed to global contact list of
participants.

Just published 2021-26 plan

With limited staff and resources, you
simply right-size your effort and
choose what not to do. That may
mean that some programs get less
attention during the planning cycle.
Virtual engagement reduces travel
time and reaches broader geographic
areas than we can by being in person.
Leaning on preservation,
archaeology, and Tribal communities
to help facilitate discussions and
provide perspective is also useful in
divvying up the labor.

The public participation process is lengthy,
though very informative. Reaching audiences
outside of our normal circles is fairly difficult
to keep people engaged. Representation
matters, though, and our office does not
currently reflect the full representation of the
constituents we serve. This is a hugely
systemic issue in preservation and archaeology
in general.

We had reasonable success with the diversity of
respondents to our survey.
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In the short time that I have been in this
organization, I would say that the issues are:
1) limited capacity/limited understanding of
the management team in what the
implementation of the State Plan entails; 2)
absorptive capacity of the entire office; 3)
lack of clear direction and vision of the
organization; 4) limited SHPO services to
support the smaller offices such as capacity
building training, etc.
Staff time. There is often limited bandwidth
for staff to participate in a more focused way.
This is often directly related to funding for
staff/consultants. Limited instruction and/or
training on how to complete a preservation
plan.
Competing priorities, limited staff and
funding.

Funding and staff capacity. Funding to be
able to host meaningful participation.
Funding to be able to adequately facilitate
discussions and follow up accordingly when
necessary with individuals or specific
groups. Staff time to participate and
comment on drafts. Funding and staff time to
be able to produce deliverables.

Staff capacity. The
funding wouldn't be an
issue if we had much
more staff time that we
could allocate towards the
process.

Planning Process

Current Place in the
Planning Cycle

Impediments to Planning

Most Important
Impediments

Strategies to Address Impediments

Disappointments in Planning

Successes in Planning

Exactly what you stated above. SWOT analysis of past
plan. Public outreach. Analysis and writing.

Just sent to NPS for approval

It takes a long time, start to finish. It isn't the
most natural writing style for me personally.
My SHPO would like to see different things
in it from what is required by the NPS. The
public survey was expensive.

Rectifying what my
SHPO wants vs what the
NPS requires

Just kept revising.

Probably again, hiring the consultant to do the public
outreach for us.

organization phase (includes prelim analysis, partner
identification, forming advisory committee), public
outreach (survey, regional meetings, focus groups),
analysis, draft, solicit public comment, final draft

plan ends next year, we'll
begin the process at the end
of this year

lack of staff, reaching beyond our typical
constituents is a challenge

reaching beyond typical
audience, but you can't do
that without resources
(staff)

Plan development is described on our website

Just published a plan

Important issues identified through a public
include: funding, awareness of resources,
education about processes in preservation.

Lack of diversity in grant application, both in
project types and repetitive applicants.

Interpretation, education, and outreach through the State
Historic Sites program.

(1) analysis and evaluation of previous plan's success;
(2) public outreach including public survey, meetings,
focus groups, etc.; (3) analysis and evaluation of
information gathered through public outreach)

We are currently in year 2 of
our state plan (2021-2025)

Public participation is always a challenge. We
seek out a broad and diverse group and can be
hindered in our ability to include all voices if
people do not respond to our requests.

Having a longtime planner on staff with an incredible
amount of institutional knowledge, had written many
state plans, and had been through the process again and
again.

analysis and evaluation of info gathered through public
outreach

Just published a plan

Exactly - 1, 2, 3 above

Just about to start drafting a
new plan

We lost our long time planner to retirement
right after we submitted our latest state plan.
We do not currently have a planner on staff.
We have discussed hiring a consultant for
our next plan as the plan takes a lot of time
and effort.
I was not part of the most recent state plan
since it was completed before I started
working here
Funding. Our last plan identified funding as
the primary issue for HP statewide. That
continues to be a problem

As they go hand-in-hand,
awareness of resources
and education about the
process.
Limited time of current
staff will impede our
ability to complete our
next plan as it an arduous
and complicated process.

last time I partnered with the our
state's Commission on African
American History and Culture to
have regional roundtables about
Black heritage. would do more with
more resources.
Providing grants based on
availability of funding. Participating
in the CLG program at the federal
level.
Not yet, but we have discussed
hiring a consultant for the next plan.

The first time we did the bulk of our public
input via SurveyMonkey 15 years ago, it was
new and people responded well. Five years
later it was old hat, and we got far fewer, less
than half, of the responses. Highly recommend
hiring a consultant whose specialty is
gathering public opinion. Takes the
responsibility off your plate, and they know
ways to spur response that we would not have
come up with.
tracking is difficult

The State Historic Preservation Plan It is a document
that includes the goals and objectives that should guide
the preservation of our historical heritage. Citizen
participation is fundamental in the selection of
programmatic priorities. Through this document it is
possible to manage, disseminate, implement and ensure
the conservation and protection of the historic resources
of the Island. This Plan is a tool to be used by any
individual, government entity or group in our state.

The evaluation of the State
Historic Preservation Plan
2012-2016, for which its
validity was extended until
2021, is an essential exercise
for the creation of the new
State Plan 2023-2028.
Review and evaluation are
part of the planning cycle,
necessary to determine how
successful our Plan has been
and to what extent the
objectives have been
achieved. Evaluation is the
comparison of the results
obtained with the established
goals. This process can occur
during the execution period
or at the end of it. The
activities carried out will be
presented, corresponding to
the goals and objectives
during the period from 2012
to 2021, accompanied by the
analysis of their review and
evaluation.
recently completed

plan development can be found in the plan
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we finally have plans that are actionable and we refer to
them in work planning and communications

n/a

n/a; I am not sure.

I am not sure.

GIS database

Funding

Lack of interest. We are a strong propertyrights state. There's a lot of suspicion about
things like historic preservation

Actually getting at least one person from every county to
respond to our survey

The Office did not have a planning specialist

Complete State Historic Preservation Plan 2023-2028

many projects seem, quite similar

Advocacy and increased awareness of purpose and roles
among governmental agencies.

Natural Disasters

Vulnerability

We've tried. We receive almost no
state funding and operates almost
entirely off our HPF. We have had
to be very creative about how to get
funding out of our legislature or from
federal agencies to assist.
Swot Analysis

lack of education about process and role of
preservation among audiences, funding,
awareness of resources.

education about the
process and awareness of
resources

We have begun and advocacy
campaign to raise awareness of
process and roles.

Planning Process

Current Place in the
Planning Cycle

Impediments to Planning

Most Important
Impediments

Strategies to Address Impediments

Disappointments in Planning

Successes in Planning

Analysis and evaluation of previous plan's success,
community engagement, analysis an evaluation of
information gathered through public outreach

drafting a plan

Technical expertise

Technical expertise

no

finding the right talent

public outreach

Currently we're preparing to hire a consultant through a
Small Contract Purchase agreement. We expect to have
a variety of public outreach (surveys, virtual and inperson meetings, interviews with partners, interviews
with staff). the consultant will set up those logistics,
gather comments, synthesis the results and write up the
plan.

in procurement of a
consultant. We hope to be
complete within 2 years.

the SHPO needs to do
some mission and
visioning development.
The SHPO has had a
major leadership gap for
3-5 years and the staff has
been in survival mode.

there has been an effort by the
current Governor and DNR
leadership to fill positions. The
SHPO now has a Regulatory
Manager, a CLG Manager and
myself as DSHPO.

Previous planning efforts were not very robust
and at times seemed to be little more than
"slapping a new cover" on the old plan. I'm
not sure exactly how true that was. I've looked
at the most recent plan and it is lacking and
much of it is a recitation of "accomplishments"
and the major goals identified don't align with
current staffing and with our statutory
responsibilities (i.e.. public education not
regulatory/tax credit project review)

I don't know--so far it's actually working through the
required procurement process.

All work listed.

Public meetings (in-person
and virtual) to collect
comment wrap up late April.
A draft plan will be issued
end of May with virtual
meetings in June/July to
provide the public to
comment on the draft plan.
Our final NPS plan is due
March 2023 but we hope to
have 99% planning
documents and disaster
publications by Jan 1, 2023.

The SHPO used to be part of another historic
preservation agency and in 2017 that Agency
was disbanded by the then Governor. The
SHPO along with Historic Sites were moved
by Executive Order to the Department of
Natural Resources. The transition was rough
and there was a loss of leadership level staff
at the SHPO. Without leadership there
wasn't the capacity to do much other than the
bare minimum of regulatory reviews, tax
credit projects and national register
nominations.
Geography is our challenge. It takes a great
deal of time to get to everyone, whether to
have sufficient regional reach for in-person
meetings or to reach the many history- and
preservation-related partners across the state.
I'm sure most offices struggle with
participation especially during a pandemic.
We have provided a wide variety of public
meeting opportunities with the help of our
consultants; however, I believe we have had
higher participation levels than in 2010 but
our consultants have had a robust
promotional campaign. While I'd like more
public participation, we've done well
especially given the pandemic. Less so with
the disaster-related virtual meetings but the
topic is one that won't draw larger crowds.
Only one in-person meeting (for comment on
statewide preservation priorities) had to be
postponed due to health concerns voiced by
the municipal government of the proposed
location. That postpone meeting will take
place at the end of March. Another
challenge for us is that the State Commission
addresses SHPO responsibilities but also
administers other programs--Main Street,
Museum Services, Cemetery Preservation,
Heritage Tourism, etc. There are so many
priorities that the public brings to the table.

It's a public plan, so
securing broad public
participation is the
priority.

We had a lot of meetings. 8 inperson regional workshops. 5 online
stakeholder meetings that were
directed to particular audiences. 8
digital town halls, 4 of which
targeted disaster-related topics and 4
that will address common themes
drawn from the in-person
workshops. Again, we have
consultants but we also have had a
lot of staff participate and support
the meetings.

Disaster-related virtual meetings have had
poor attendance despite several ways that our
consultants and staff have promoted the
meeting. Our initial "quick poll" to gain initial
public comment didn't have a high respondent
rate. We've upped the promotional efforts for
the formal statewide preservation survey in
order to maximize the potential for higher
respondent numbers.

We've had so many partners in the field support our inperson meetings, even getting media coverage and elected
officials to provide welcomes.
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Survey Questions 18-26
Innovative Planning Practices

Future Goals

How useful is the State Plan?

Does your
team work
with other
SHPOs?

no

Hard to say at this point. We
have to do some
implementation first.

No

None that I would consider
innovative.

Better diverse community
engagement and voices
(ethnicity, religion,
LGBTQ+, etc.), more rural
input on the plan, and more
awareness to lawmakers.

I think it's very useful when changes
are identified and included, so that the
office remains conscious of them. I also
think it helps outside parties to better
understand the multiple programs that
we operate, many of which they may
not be aware of.
I have not seen a major usefulness in
the State Plan, other than raising
awareness of these general issues.
There is value in the process of
generating the plan, but once it is
complete, having continued dialogue
around its goals are more difficult.

Yes

no, because we are heavily
constrained by state land use laws,
lack of zoning, and intense housing
needs

engagement by the public
and showing preservation is
a tool and not the enemy

it is a great tool to guide the SHPO, but
not beyond that.

Yes

Survey Monkey (that was innovative
in the early 2010s)

Include disaster planning /
resiliency matters; expand
and enhance constituencies
we reach

Useful; it helps guide workplans for
staff and funding priorities for grants.

Yes

Using open ended interviews to solicit
information from organizations
regarding their preservation
preferences isn't necessarily
innovative, but it is an excellent way
to cultivate relationships and establish
rapport to get better information

Our immediate goal is to
finish the current plan and
then move forward with a
plan for implementation

It could serve as a "best practices"
template, but without additional staff
and funding we may not be able to
expand our program beyond our current
review and compliance paradigm.

Not yet, but we're open to ideas.

Better public participation

We are trying to keep up with current
practices!

I don't think so. The online survey
worked very well.

Interest in Increased SHPO
Communication

Models
for State
Planning

It might be beneficial to get ideas from other
SHPOs, but we review other state plans to do
this, rather than having person-to-person
contact

No

no

I have asked
neighboring SHPOs for
those tips & tricks on
what worked and what
did not.

Of course, more heads the better, but of course
they have their own world of demands on their
time.

No

No

we share ideas for
outreach and overall
goals. We definitely
complain together about
how this is a planning
document for everyone
Pennsylvania stands out
last time.

yes, helps to share ideas so we are not
reinventing the wheel; we all have the same
missions

Yes

those states doing it
inhouse and all states
in our region

our goals are shared with the Agency's

Yes -- it's a time and capacity issue again.
NPS could have a better role in helping foster
these discussions, particularly as the plan is
their requirement.

Yes

Multiple ones. We
always learn
something from
colleagues.

Yes, our state agency's strategic plan

No

n/a

Yes, as it would be helpful to see other
programs which have more involvement
beyond review and compliance with historic
preservation to see how they developed their
programs

No

Not particularly useful. If we make it
specific enough to be useful, it's more
like a workplan for the SHPO office,
which we don't want it to be. If we
make it more applicable to all those
working in preservation, it's so general
and nebulous that it doesn't have
specific recommendations that people
can actually work towards.

No

NA

Yes, it could be helpful to know what's worked
for others and what hasn't worked.

No

NA

No

Hiring a consultant to bridge
the preservation/planning
divide.

It continues to be a guiding document
for our work moving forward.

Yes

SHPO staff reviewed
other SHPO plans for
guidance and
suggestions.

It would be good to better understood how
other SHPOs are approaching their state plan
development

Yes

No

Reduce the amount of time
to create the plan, increase
public participation in
developing the goals, and
increase buy in from
organizations.

It's most helpful for the SHPO, as a
good way to hear from the public on the
issues of greatest concern. It can be
helpful in deciding which new efforts
or policies to pursue. For other
organizations I think it is of more
limited use, although it can be helpful
as a reminder of the basic goals of the
state office.

Yes

We looked at the state
plans of several states
that had recently
completed the process,
to glean ideas for their
public participation,
plan organization, and
types of strategies and
goals.

Maybe. It could be useful once a year to have
a list of the state plans, and where everyone is
in their process, as well as a link to their
current plans.

Yes

Adjacent states to
provide similar
understanding and
approach to cultural
resources.
Pennsylvania has done
a nice job of
promoting their plan in
social media,
newsletters etc.
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If yes, what does the
relationship entail?

If yes, what state(s)?

Coordination with Other Plans

We have been working with the local
cultural stewardship activists' report
and a state strategic plan

We refer to other plans, such as
transportation, disaster planning, etc.

Innovative Planning Practices

Future Goals

How useful is the State Plan?

Does your
team work
with other
SHPOs?

If yes, what does the
relationship entail?

Interest in Increased SHPO
Communication

Models
for State
Planning

If yes, what state(s)?

Coordination with Other Plans

No

My goal is convince
leadership that the plan is
important and that a major
revision with office-wide
participation is needed.

Zero usefulness. I cannot think of a
single outside entity that has referenced
it or a single internal staff member
(other than me) who has referenced it in
our work.

No

N/A

Not sure direct contact would be more
valuable than simply reviewing their plans.

Yes

No. Other community preservation
plans are described, but there is no
coordination. Other plans did not
influence the HP plan.

No.

Getting out more for inperson discussions. We'll
see what the world is like
five years from now.

It's great for guiding the SHPO. We
need to go beyond simply releasing the
plan on our website, and actually
promote it directly to specific people
and groups.

Yes

I asked neighboring
SHPOs if their plans
include anything about
climate or diversity.

Perhaps, but ongoing, national discussions are
cumbersome and time consuming to keep up
with. It's easy enough for one SHPO to reach
out to others with a specific need. That seems
simpler than a listserv.

Yes

I am currently
reviewing other state
plans for models. Very
few yet consider issues
arising in last couple
of years.
Surrounding states

We incorporated a section on
Diversity, Equity, and Inclusion in our
Plan for the first time.

Although all regions of the
state were represented in our
survey, we would ensure
better geographic
representation in our survey
next time.
I don’t know that we have
been innovative, but we
have been incredibly
inclusive in our planning
this cycle. We broke out
DEI as its own section and
conducted targeted
interviews with DEI
stakeholders in HP and
Historic Sites
Would like to reach a new
and younger audience and
increase participation in
non-urban portions of the
state
We'd like to hire a
consultant to help with
outreach

The Plan will be very useful for the
state, but it remains to be seen how
adoptable and adaptable the Plan will
be for our partners.

Yes

We reviewed several
states' approved Plans
on their websites--NC,
MD, WV, TN, GA

Yes, so we could all learn from each other’s'
successes and failures in the planning process.

No

We'll wait to see the results this round.
With our current approach, the plan will
be a huge emphasis our priorities,
particularly with shaping board
representation and grantmaking.

No

Sounds exhausting to the process. Is this for
the benefit of national HP planning? Our state
is not short on ego.

Yes

Oregon was referenced
heavily in terms of
structure and
approach.

Yes. Our State Parks has the
Statewide Parks and Rec planning and
there is synergy with that and other
smaller plans for our parks and
historic sites.

Low. I don't think many people beyond
the preservation planner refer to it.

No

Probably a good idea.

Yes

In past have looked a
PA, NC, CA Depends
on the look and feel of
the plan

No

We've never looked at the state plan as
our SHPO work plan, so I can't say it
really guides what we do. We ask of
our sub-grant applicants to tie their
projects to a goal or objective in the
state plan. Our statewide non-profit is
helpful in publicizing the state plan, but
it's hard to say how they implement it. I
don't think people outside of the typical
preservation channels even know that
the state plan exists. I think it goes back
to not having a designated preservation
planner on staff whose job is to
promote the plan and its content.

No

Sure; no one likes to recreate the wheel and it's
likely that other states have the same
challenges.

No

No

I would hope we could
return to some face-to-face
meetings.

The SHPO office uses the plan
regularly to guide our activities, and it
is very useful to the members of our
legislative oversight committee.

No

We have not considered this.

No

Yes. We considered the State Climate
Plan and the Economic Forecasting
Plan when developing our goals and
actions.

Targeted interviews with DEI
stakeholders

No

Nothing particularly innovative

Not that I can think of .
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I do look at other state
plans for new formats
and methodologies --

No.

No

Innovative Planning Practices

Future Goals

How useful is the State Plan?

Does your
team work
with other
SHPOs?

If yes, what does the
relationship entail?

Interest in Increased SHPO
Communication

Models
for State
Planning

If yes, what state(s)?

Coordination with Other Plans

I am too new to effectively comment
on this question, except to say that we
are moving to all-digital site records,
which may eventually allow detailed
data analysis.

I would like to see more
engagement with rural
landscapes and our
mountain areas. Section 106
projects are not uniformly
distributed geographically,
leaving many resource base
questions under-sampled. I'd
also like to see architectural
historians training their eyes
to see vernacular landscapes
before they are gone. We
tend to emphasize buildings
at expense of detailed
landscape descriptions.

According to the NPS/HPF, the State
Plan is not intended to guide the SHPO,
but the entire state. Our challenge is to
get the word out and make it a useful
tool at multiple levels of organization.

Yes

I lifted questions for
other states' surveys
(MA, CO, GA, and
others). I have read
Plans from 10 other
states, noting what we
should emulate.

We have good communication through the
National Alliance of Preservation
Commissions email chat. I understand that the
actual SHPO Officers have a similar chat tool.
I am finding it most important to maintain
contact and rapport with the NPS/HPF
personnel who review the plan.

Yes

The upper Midwest
(Michigan, Wisconsin)
and New England
appear to be more
successful at fostering
a preservation mindset
in the general public.
Large cities have
greater enforcement
power and therefore
more consistent
compliance, but I am
not sure that the urban
public is any more
engaged than
elsewhere.

No.

We have developed a good model and
process for gathering public input
through our online surveys. We have
been able to achieve around 4,000
responses in two consecutive online
surveys, with 100% of our counties
represented each time. It does require
a significant amount of work, but the
results are worth it.

Our main goal for future
public input surveys would
be better outreach to and
participation from ethnic
groups and other underrepresented communities.

Striving to achieve new goals is always
difficult when faced with everyday
workloads and duties at the SHPO.
Figuring out how to dovetail new goals
into existing programs, outreach efforts,
and other opportunities is the key. Next
comes working with existing partners -like CLG communities and preservation
organizations -- to look at the plan to
consider how they can adopt and
implement strategies. To maximize the
potential impact of a new state
preservation plan would probably
require a dedicated education/outreach
specialist on our staff -- something we
don't have.

No

We have a good plan development process in
place that works for us. However, a forum to
share ideas and ask questions is always a good
thing.

No

The public outreach has been
innovative, making use of technology
in some instances, including through
listening sessions and digital town
forums, and by taking an open house
format with a short presentation
preceding, which has led to strong
engagement and development of
relationships and collaboration.
No

Too early in the process to
determine

It's a helpful tool in determining our
partners' goals and interests,
particularly, and to learn about the
public's perceptions about preservation,
our agency, and what we do.

Yes

Yes if other SHPOs are similar to us

No

Increasing respondents.
Revising goals each time to
truly respond to results and
needs

Not at all, no one uses it and outside
entities aren’t involved/don’t respond to
survey to be able to truly make it
statewide

No

Not really. It’s statewide for a reason and each
state is different.

No

None that I can think of.

We wish to get more
respondents to our planning
survey.

It has some usefulness overall,
especially in ensuring our activities are
aligned with NPS priorities embedded
in the NHPA of 1966. It also ensures
we are performing tasks allowable
within the HPF Grants Manual.

Yes

Not really necessary. If we need more
information, we can always reach out via
established networks, such as NCSHPO.

Yes
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We reached out to a few
before starting the
process to find a firm to
contract to help
determine budget and
ask other related
questions.

Wyoming and North
Dakota.

No

N/A

It provides information that our
agency uses in our planning process.

No, but that might help

Iowa.

No

Innovative Planning Practices
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with other
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Communication
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for State
Planning
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Coordination with Other Plans

Yes, our Planning Team came up with
a preservation mascot voting activity
to draw people to our table at various
events. Made stickers and coloring
pages and we even tallied the votes so
we can incorporate into future Plan
events and presentations. Came up
with "Meeting in a Box" so that
organizations could host their own
discussions and then send us the
results to inform the Plan goals. This
was a great way to gather meaningful
feedback when SHPO team members
couldn't travel or be everywhere. Our
engagement motto was to "meet
people where they are at." We had a
separate plan to consult with THPO
and it was important to meet in
person, unfortunately, COVID meant
cancelling half of our meetings with
THPO's. We had interviews with
state agencies where our consultants
asked the questions and took notes.
SHPO leadership was present to listen
and participated but really wanted to
hear from our state agency partners.
But we did pick up the idea of an HP
survey from other states, and that has
been especially useful given covid.
We've gotten great response and this
does help incorporate public views.

Having just completed our
Plan, we haven't set our
future goals. We are
focused on the
implementation of the Plan
goals for now. We are
setting a timeline however,
of when we need to start
planning for the next update
and rewrite.

Previous Plans we worried may not
have been used outside of SHPO as
we'd hoped. We were very conscious
with this Plan to include information on
"how to use" this Plan and incorporate
into other planning efforts. Its ongoing.

No

I shared some of our
early planning
documents and cost
estimates with other
SHPO's who were just
getting started.
NCSHPO has a listserv
where an occasional
planning question will
come up and SHPO's
will share.

I'm not sure what that might look like but I do
think the preservation planning program, at
least in our state, has not been much of a
focus. We hope to do more to encourage
planners to consider historic preservation
activities.

No

Our latest planning
work is quite new.

Weren't still working on that.

Yes, increasing the number
of respondents; we got 665
but hope for more with
better planning next time.
And yes, geographic
distribution is hard to
achieve even in a small area.
We also hope to slim ours
down to make it more
accessible (partly by putting
a very long history
document into an inventory
publication, and reducing
the number of goals/targets-perhaps a vain hope.)
increasing respondents and
hopefully including different
demographics

Extremely important; it forces you to
think what you want to do, guides how
you get comment and buy-in by both
public and political leaders, and serves
as a measure of progress. It imposes
helpful structure!

No

We do google other
plans and also pay lots
of attention to NPS
guidance.

It's not that critical; we absorb enough about
what others are doing from periodic contacts
and internet

Yes

NH's roadmap from a
while ago inspired a
sense of engaging fun;
the survey ideas came
from NC and TX; and
we always look at the
small states. MD is
good too.

No, but we coordinate very closely
with our state's Comprehensive Plan.

It is a very useful tool for the SHPO in
determining what we have
accomplished and what we have yet to
do. Additionally, it has been useful for
federal agencies to determine actions
they can take in their own endeavors.

No

N/A

Yes, for advice and ideas

Yes

South Dakota - one of
our staff members has
experience with it.

No

I don't know. I'm not familiar enough
with how other states handle their
planning processes and if they have
had to overcome or adapt to
challenges like ours. I think our
internal management structure works
well.

Improving our basic metrics
for things like survey
responses,
attendance/participation at
public meetings, etc. is
always a priority. I want to
see us continue to improve
on identifying achievable
and measurable
goals/objectives.

It is useful for the SHPO but it is very
difficult to engage partners and the
public in actively using it despite our
best engagement efforts during the plan
development. Our grant recipients (state
and CLG) must tell us how the project
they'd like to have funded implements
the statewide plan but beyond that, we
don't have much success.

No

Yes! To learn and commiserate.

No

not at this time

more public input and
awareness

moderately useful; because mostly the
SHPO uses it.

Yes

yes, because it would improve our own plan
by learning from other states

Yes

No
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we review other state's
plans for comparison
and strategies

Yes, to the degree that we can. We
engage as partners other state agencies
and statewide/regional non-profits
during the planning process to
understand their plans and goals to
align programs and initiatives as a
way to encourage good planning and
use of the statewide plan.

our adjacent states
primarily and those
similar in size and
character

no
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Not that we know of; we have been
able to leverage our umbrella agency's
Chief Diversity Officer and
Environmental Justice Office to
attempt to engage a broader
constituency

Given that we are still in the
middle of the planning
process, we haven't reached
the point where we analyze
what our future goals might
be in future planning.

The SHPO uses it as a guide for
activities and priorities as it relates to
reporting on our annual federal grant.
The state's preservation-related
organizations use it to guide their work.
It is difficult to gauge how much it is
used by outside partners.

Yes

Pennsylvania, Ohio, and
Minnesota - we have
shared experiences from
past planning efforts to
refine and improve
current planning efforts

It would be interesting to hear others efforts,
but I do not know that the experiences of one
SHPO directly relate to another since the
circumstances in each state are so different.

No

No

"Meeting In A Box" was released for
use by nonprofits, community
organizations, Certified Local
Governments, and other government
agencies during existing meetings or
as an
independent event to facilitate
conversations and further inform the
Plan.

More outreach efforts to 1)
specific geographic areas of
the state and;
2) underrepresented
populations; and initiate new
relationships, particularly
with those organizations
identified as priority groups.

Very useful because there is no other
organization that focuses on planning
for the preservation of our historic and
cultural resources at a statewide level.

No

We did look online at other state Plans, so to
the extent that communicating with other
SHPO staff who are familiar with planning
efforts, that would probably be helpful.

No

During our early research phase we
tried to gather information that was
relevant from other plans prepared by
our DOT, DNR, Planning agency, etc.
While we were aware of the contents
of those documents, we did not
necessarily coordinate our Plan with
those plans.

We encourage our offices to digitize
their documents and work
electronically whenever possible as
well as updating their technology.
States are using Google Drive to
improve on reporting, in a timely
manner.

We need more local input,
rather than a top down
approach. Our budgets need
to be able to include more
outreach. We already go out
and seek feedback, but the
participation level is limited.
We need input from wide
range of stakeholders in the
private and public sectors,
not just those who are
already at home.

It's useful; it's a blueprint for what to
do. It's useful as a reference and
orientation tool. By having a plan, we
are poised for sustainable continuation
of historic preservation programs and
activities.

Yes

We work with smaller
historic preservation
offices. Our office
supports them by
providing guidance and
supplemental
information as
needed/requested.

Yes, of course. It would be useful to unify and
be on the same page moving forward.
Different areas have different priorities. The
more transparency we have, the better we can
assist. SHPOs outside of our region would be
helpful for us to learn from them.

Yes

Not yet.

I aim to have a wider
engagement with the
community. I would like to
get an understanding of
what the public's perception
is of this office.
We would like to make sure
that there is annual
discussion regarding the
plan and how it has and will
be used within our state.

I think it's important for any
organization to have a Plan!

Yes

Again, we are in such an
early stage that I cannot
provide a concrete
answer.

Yes. Networking is very important to share
innovative approaches, lessons learned, and
sharing experiences.

No

Any plan is only as useful as the people
that are using it. The plan can be a
useful guide if people make sure to
reference it and return to it in
discussion. Otherwise, it ends up on a
shelf.

Yes

We reached out to
several SHPOs to ask
for information on how
they have worked with
consultants. We also
reviewed multiple plans
to determine what we
would like to do
different/similar.

Yes, this would prevent people from having to
recreate the wheel when they are working on
their preservation plan development.

Yes

We did look at other
states and often will
reach out to states with
questions on how they
handled things. Which
state varies on
question/topic/need.

Yes, we are a part of a larger state
agency and many of our preservation
partners are also state agencies. We
encourage individuals to consider
other state plans that they are working
with during consultation on our plan.

In our next effort we will
specifically look to increase
public participation and
focus the plan on fewer,
well-defined, measurable
goals.

State plans are very useful for this
purpose, and are an excellent way to
engage the public in preservation
activities.

No

N/A

Yes, would be nice to bounce ideas off others.

Yes

Surrounding states.
These states have
similar types of
historic resources and
economic, social, and
political contexts.

Yes, to the extent that they are
relevant.

Video calls, but many are making
similar adaptations.

No.
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If yes, what state(s)?

Historic Preservation
Plans are embedded
with cultural nuances
which must be
considered and
accounted for in
planning
implementation. We
can learn from the
different SHPOs
(local, national,
region). It would be
nice to have a
repository of plans to
learn from each other,
especially from our
neighbors to see what
worked or didn't work
for them as we are
similar in way of life
and culture.

Coordination with Other Plans

We currently only coordinate across
the State. When possible, we
coordinate regionally.

I don't think we have tried that.

Innovative Planning Practices
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team work
with other
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Interest in Increased SHPO
Communication

Models
for State
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If yes, what state(s)?

Coordination with Other Plans

I wouldn't call it innovative, but we do
have good working relationships with
Tribes and the input we receive
through those communications is
often centered in our strategies and
goals.

Increase number of
respondents, focusing on
DEIB principles as they
relate to our practice,
developing and enhancing
relationships with new
partners and organizations.

Not enough outside partners,
developers, preservationists, etc. utilize
it because it's not necessarily a central
focus of their organization. It cannot
and probably will never be a strategic
plan that everyone could adopt because
it takes in such a broadened perspective
regarding preservation from a diverse
array of people and orgs with their own
affinities to our practice. Some may
take pieces of it and focus on it, which
makes the preservation community as a
whole take on the strategy, but there's a
lot of decentralization since so much of
preservation is organized at the local
level that there's real difficulty with
global implementation.

Yes

Occasionally use
NCSHPO as a resource,
but other than that
occasionally will confer
with neighboring states

Yes. Best practices are great to share.

Yes

PA - just completed a
statewide survey, TX has a Texas sized staff,
OR - really
progressive

No

Consultant for public outreach.
SWOT analysis of the old one helped
get our heads around the old one,
consider paths forward.

Just having completed ours,
we haven't started thinking
about the next yet!

I fear, since we don't have a private
statewide organization, the document
often feels more internal than external.
We hope that this one will be more
meaningful to the public than the last.

No

I collaborate with them via NCSHPO and find
their input helpful on lots of issues. More is
always better!

Yes

DC, PA, KS. Have
appreciated looking at
how they have
illustrated and
presented their
information.

No

regional Black heritage focus groups
mentioned above, diverse advisory
committee (to the extent possible).
NPS has appreciated that we identify
regions and make separate
recommendations for those.

more diverse engagement

it has been useful, especially in
providing feedback about improving
programs and helping us move forward
with DEIJ work internally

No

yes but no one has time

No

Early adoption and implementation of
UAS technologies as a preservation
tool.

Our goals are stated in our
plan.

The plans are extremely important.
Internally, they guide our day-to-day
activities. Externally it provides a
bridge to other professional, public, and
elected officials by describing our goals
and provide lists of resources.

Yes

Yes, sharing of experiences and results is an
important part of growth.

Yes

Surrounding states.

No

No, but we are certainly willing to
look for ways to be innovative in this
important process.

We would like to increase
public participation to
include those in
underrepresented counties.
Many of our counties are not
well represented in our
programs and we have been
strategic in targeting these
counties through our
preservation programs.

The plan does guide the work we do,
grants we apply for, and gives our staff
the necessary details to carry out their
work plans. We certainly encourage
developers, city and county
governments, etc. to utilize our plan.
Our certified local governments apply
for grants based on the goals and
objectives in our plan.

No

Yes, because we lost our longtime planner and
it will be beneficial for the next staff person
who is in charge of the plan coordinate with
other SHPOs on best practices.

Yes

North Carolina always
produces excellent
documents, not only
for preservation plans
but on other SHPO
related topics as well.

No.

I am not sure

Historic preservation of
under-represented
communities

Integral part of the agency's mission

No

I am not sure.

No

We believe our state is
a model for the U.S.

I am not sure.
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Informally through
contacts and
conferences.

n/a; I am not sure.

no - it would be great to coordinate
with natural resources organizations,
especially on climate and
preservation, but we don't have
enough resources
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Not really

Sure, we'd like more people
from around the state to
participate and engage. But
if I'm honest in thinking
about what my goal is, it's to
get it done and approved by
the NPS so we can return
our efforts back to stuff that
is overwhelming us every
day.

Honestly, not very. We all know what
needs to ideally be done. We all know
the things we'd love to be able to do.
But the fact is, we have little funding
and a small staff that's stretched too
thin just trying to manage the federally
mandated programs - the things we
MUST do every day to fulfill our HPF
requirements. The plan plays very little
in to our overwhelming day to day
work of managing Section 106, NRHP,
CLG, Survey and data management, tax
credits, etc., and with the massive
influx of federal infrastructure funding
that we know is coming our way but no
additional funding to help us manage
that and build capacity, there's no way
any of us are giving more than five
seconds of thought to a plan that won't
change any of that.

Yes

I imagine that once we
take up the planning
process in earnest, our
HP Planner will reach
out to neighboring states
or others that the NPS
suggests have good
models. But we have
one planner who is also
responsible for our CLG
program and that
position is currently
vacant.

Sure, that would probably be helpful once we
have a planner in the position. The NRHP
coordinators have an informal listserv that is
very helpful for specific questions. Similarly,
we have a smaller regional built-environment
compliance group. If there was something like
that for staff responsible for plans, I'm sure it
would only be helpful.

No

I said no above
because I'm not
currently in a place to
be attuned to that. I'm
sure there are some,
and probably our
planner (when we hire
one) will reach out to
the NPS STLPG to
have them point us in
the direction of state
with good models.

No

yes, The Plan includes elements of
recovery, resilience and risks to
disasters.

Increasing the number of
respondents to the public
survey and a better
geographic distribution

Our State Plan contains
recommendations for resilient
architecture and recovery guidelines for
the Preservation of historic heritage
against natural disasters.

No

Yes

Yes

New York, New
Orleans, Boston

no

Drones and other high tech diagnostic
tools.

see our plan

very

Yes

more is always better.

Yes

Wisconsin, Minnesota

no

no

Plans that will be
implemented successfully

critical

No

not sure

No

This will be the first time that our
state has used a consultant for this
work.

Our goal is simply to have a
10 year preservation plan

I'm not sure that anyone has notice
(other than our NPS contacts) that the
Statewide Preservation Plan is 5 years
out dated.

No

Yes, I have made some small attempt to talk to
neighboring/similar states SHPOs but the day
to day requirements of my position don't make
that easy.

Yes
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ncshpo through
contacts, conferences,
and meetings.

no
our procurement
document is based on
Texas and we're
looking at NY, PA,
OH, MI, and MN as
examples of statewide
plans. These states
seem similar in
urban/rural, mix of big
and little cities, similar
type of land ownership
and tribal issues. SD
plan was
recommended by NPS
staff as a good recent
example, but we are
concerned about the
different
federal/private
ownership, mostly
rural/small city
differences.

I don't believe so.
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We are really happy with our
consultants' approach to public
meetings. It's less presentation and
more of an open house format with a
variety of ways to provide comment.
In fact, attendees have told us how
much they like the format and our
staff will be incorporating some of the
activity formats into our own
programmatic meetings in the future. I
think it also helps having a third party
who performs public planning
meetings regularly rather than simply
using state staff. I understand the
financial concerns but a lot of times
the state staff can be too close to the
subject and the process benefits from
that third party commentary.

We're still in the middle of
ours so we're not in a place
to think of future plans at
the moment. As stated, we
are concerned about
respondents and
participation numbers from
throughout the state.

I'm sure the answer is that some benefit,
some don't care. However, we've seen
our previous Plan used to substantiate
need when an organization is
prioritizing work, used as a benchmark
within a grant application, and framing
methodology when writing grant
applications. For a time, our agency
asked staff to regularly note how
programmatic work was contributing to
Plan goals/objectives.

Yes

Our agency statewide
plan committee took
time to review other
state's plans prior to
completing the RFP for
our planning
consultants. In terms of
interaction with other
SHPOs, this was mostly
done because of our use
of NPS disaster funds to
contract disaster-related
publications and
disaster-related goal
within the formal plan.
We talked with
Connecticut because
they had recently had to
incorporate disaster
content in their state's
plan. Also, when pricing
contractor costs, we
requested comment
from other SHPOs via
NCSHPO listserv and
direct email to the
SHPO.

I'm sure it wouldn't hurt but my interaction
didn't really yield much constructive
commentary.

No
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If yes, what state(s)?

Coordination with Other Plans

no

Appendix E: Future Research Considerations
As one of only a few analyses of these Plans, many potential avenues of research
arose throughout the thesis writing process that the author was unable to pursue. The
following are just a few research topics that future researchers may consider:
•

Detailed SHPO surveys regarding SHPOs’ engagement with other SHPOs,
other governmental agencies, and other county, state and regional plans.
Suggestions for edits to specific questions have been noted throughout the
survey section of this thesis.

•

Surveys and interviews of statewide preservation nonprofits and other
stakeholders regarding their perspectives towards the State Plan. It may
also be beneficial to ask about their use (or non-use) of the other county,
state, and regional plans affecting preservation activities.

•

Comparisons of State Plans to federally-required plans of similar scale
(such as FEMA hazard mitigation plans or outdoor recreation plans), other
county and state agency plans, and/or large-area preservation plans (such
as NHA management plans) including plan development, the level of
detail included in the plan, plan implementation, and effectiveness.

•

A detailed history of State Plans, including changes to State Planning
practices over time. Researchers may seek interviews with SHPO and NPS
employees who have witnessed these changes over time. This research
may also note changes in NPS guidance over time through archival
documents at the Federal Record Center in Suitland, MD, assuming that
post-pandemic these resources will once again be available for research.
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•

A detailed examination of a single state’s State Plans, noting change over
time. This examination may remark on ways that the larger national
history of State Plans can or cannot be read in the different Plans over
time, as well as changes in a single state’s approach to State Planning.

•

Examination of how different State Plans address historic resources that
cross state borders. Are resources that sit in multiple states subject to the
same/similar goals and strategies across the State Plans?

•

Analysis of State Plans as an (underused) advocacy vehicle. How can
SHPOs and other preservation partners better utilize the State Plan as a
tool in preservation advocacy?
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